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"o dimension in €his milieu is the support group provided by ‘the mot‘ers

/ d &~ Chapter, 1
) s R )
, Introduction

-

. i - e v , - : \

The Parent €hild Development Center Project developed in recognition

of the importance of parents.in the thild's devélopment of competence and
in response to the prinity placed on policiEs designed to benefit '
families_aj? children. The, Parent Child Development Center (PCDC)
. programs are designed for, mothers .and young children with goals similar »
. N ‘
to those of earlier compegsatory educa;ion programs; to enhance the

-

development of young childred and to try.to offset educational and

\

] .

occupational problems associated with poverty. The basic strategy Qitthe

’ hast

v PCDC programs is pr%ven;ative in help1ng parents become more effective

.
. A -

child-rearing agents as ‘the primary path to’ reach1ng the goals for

~ . . [

children. LT M ‘ ’ . , o ) . ‘/k

-
~, . . ~

* All PCDC programs share several commgn features that define the
PCDC appfoach to parent education. PCDCs must actively engage low—income
famllies with young children between the ages of birth and three years. _.

“

They‘are multidimensional-progrgms'thatﬂprovide a range of information and.

4 ~ b

)

. . ' ) ‘ ’ r
] experiences to parents on'children's developmént, child-rearing techniques,

” % ~
. - o

health, nutrition home management, adult skills in relating to organiza-.

-~ » - »

/
tions"#nd institutions and community resource utilization and at the

vt . ..

same time offer social activities and social and healtH'services.

N . — IS — . - — - — - - e —

v ¢ . <

* The programs are interdisciplinary and are conducted in an atmosphere
AY . ~ .
that 1s supportive and flexible and provides opportunities for pafticipating

in different ways and for using new infoTmation and sﬁills.' An important

. 2 "N =
- | S

themselves, facilitating interaction among mothers and op?ortunities for

- v. L&

sharing and discussing experiences. t . - -

/

.e
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" Because of, the comprehensive nature of the programs, in which the

.. =
mother is the central focus, additional benefits to the family a? -

expected. Mpthers are eqpected for example, to increase their hocial

and family management skills and, subseqfently, their feelings of self-

worth, as well as their potential for future employment. Fathers are

expected to increase their understanqing of and involvement in the
- - .

. K
ghild-rearing task. Finally‘ benefits are expected to accrue to plder
chilldren and to children born subsequently to participant families.

’ \

c
Background' of PCDC Projec;\ ’ .

’

"»  The PCDC Ptoject- was begun by the Office-of Economic Opportnnity’

(éhd later continued by the Office of Child Denehgpmeﬁt‘ how,$nown~a§ the

Administration for Children, Youth andTFamilies) to'fzrmulate, develop,
. . > ) , -

-

test, and document potentially replicable program models. The model
huilding or program development fnd evaluafion'phasé was, the first.of a
two—phase experimental stratggy. Three PCDC programs were funded in

-

1970-71 in Birmingham, Houston, and New‘drleans. In the first five years

~

Yof Phase I, the progradhs were developﬁd, 5%& essential ‘aspects of their
N oo . ~, ,

theory and practice documented ‘and their.effects teZted (Johnson, Kahn,
. ) ) b . .
& Leler, 1976; Lasater, Malone, & Ferguson, "1976; Blumenthal, Andrews,

- & Weiner,;19?6); vy

K}

On. the basis of positive and significant program ef@eqté, the second

phase of the experiment was initiated in 1975. The three-original
, ] R
programs were to be replicated in different communities, with different'

- .

populations to see whether the replications,“too, would yield positive .

L]
program effddts. A nationgltreplication management organization‘housed

A%

e .

L
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‘in a private'institution, Bank Street College of Education, was set p to

guide, monitor, and document replication processes.,

LX)

At the beginning of Phase II,»each of the three PCDC programs was

_ replicated once, Birmingham in Indianapolis, Houston in San Antonio, and

f - Tt
New, Orleans in Detroit. A uniform cross=-site evaluation was4also planned

for..the second phase. However, the external evaluation was' not funded
concurrently with the replication.management organization as;originally .
T \/' o \ K
- planned.” Educational Testing Service was funded in 1978 to develop an ,

evaluation plan. During the period from 1975 to'1978, research had !

_
N, N

continued ‘at each site on a piecemeal basis, with scarcely enough

»°

money to support minimum data collection. As a result"'the original e
* Q e 4 ' v
\ research staffs, were severely reduced. "ETS was just beginning to design ?

the follow-up and replication study when ACYF announced that the replica—

tionr experiment would have to be terminated because of lac. of*financial

L 4

support. ETS was directed to use its remaining funds to analyze the .

data collected during the interim periodf= AC&F au%horized Bank'Street .

* . ~ ' > > -
College to continue limited data collection during the period from 1978 ¢
to 1980. ‘ '
- e - . ; .
Contents of Report : ) o ST . . -

- ]

. . . ., - - - © / 1 =
+~  'This report incorporates the original Phase I data wikh the data - ‘e

N .
collected from 1976 to 1980 to provide a comprehensive evaluation of'the

.

entire project. The,two major issues addresséd in the report are the . /

. ¢ ?

short-term and long-term impacts of the PCbC program. Short-term impacts
are those that are observablé at the time of graduation from the PCDC

programs (when the target child is736 months of. age) whereas long-tcrm

W

? _impacts were a8sessed .up to five years after program graduation. .
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The Phase I reports from edch site indicated significant short -term
N\

impacts on thhers and children. The number of gradudtes of the program has,

more than doubled since these reports were written; and it is now possible

to evaluate whether the data from the later cqiorts of children strengthens

. . - 1
or weakens the origiral findings.- Were the initial favorable results

attributable solely?to the enthusiasm of mothers apd staff participating
s ‘ (
.in new and innovative programs, or would 'the effects be replicated with

new cohorts of mothers and children who attended more established program§7
—

The larger sample sizes now available also permitted Xnvestigation of
. . - \
some additional issues. In particular, it was possible to determine

whether PCDCs were more effective for families with particular kinds of

background characteristicss«

/

In the Phase I reperts, none of the target children were older than 48

months of age. By 1980 a fubstantial number sf_;arget children had
r t Te . '
passed their Fifth birthdays (two years after graduation from the program),

A\
focus of this.report is, on the long-term effects of the PC¥C_program.

“and some of the éarly graduates were in third grade. Thus, a major

Although the'original idea of a_replication experiment was dropped,

data from the twq coh\rts of the Detroit replication of the New Orleans
. . AY .
nodel wére available. One chapter in this report describes the results

- »

from the Detroit replication site.

- 13 ~
It is important to note that this report is not an attempt to answer
. o .
all of ﬁhe'interesting and important questions that could be addressed

with the PCDC data base. This repor is primarily a program evaluation.
v . . -~
Many interesting developmental quest yons could be addressed with the PCDC

L]

data base but arehbeyond the scope of the current‘undertaking. Thus,

/ -

A
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( + ‘ ot
for ekample, some of the measutes of mether-childointeraction'in the’ -

first year G6f the child‘s life would be very useful in a developmental

study but remain unanalyzed here. . ' ) 4

. N
3 P d
N

( The organization of the report is as follows; Chapter 2 describes
. .the histdty of the PCDC project, Chapter 3,provides a description of the
general PéDC concept as well as the unique featur§§¥5f the models in the

s three sites, Chapter 4 presente the'evaluation design, Chapters 5 aed 6 )

present the short-term and long-term impact results. Chapter 7 describes
/

*  the results of the replication attempt in Det:Eft, and Chapter 8 presents ’
. the final tonclusions a%d«gglicy implications. :




H oL .+ Chapter 2
. ' / -~

- Overview and History of the PCDC_Project.
! v

\U ., The Parent-CH1d Development Center (PCDC) experiment represents a '

) idecage-long investment by the Federal Government in parent education -

~ s
research. First\funQed:in 1970, the PCDCs had two ma jor ‘objgctives: (a)

to develop and evaluate parent education programs for improving ‘rhe

1

educational future of childgen from low-income families and (b) to

demonstrate a strategy*for program development, evaluation,‘and ‘dissemina- v
! - . ~ + v ’ . .
tion for influencing social policy. ' - ‘ . - . : .
- ) v . 4 - ’ . Py ]

The " three PCDCs were originally\part,of a national network of Parent
! Al

— -

Child Centers funded by the Office of Economic Opportunity in the late 1960s. ‘"

The Parent Child Centers were an putgtowth of three converging strands‘of .
{ = R ‘ "
thought in the 60s: emphasis-on early childhood as “an important time for

cognitive and socigl ‘development; emphasis on the role of the home
-~ © N
environment in child development' and.concern for providing programs for <

3 -

lowhincome children who were not developing to their full potential, The

4 -

»# PCCs were aimed at providing educational and support services to low-income

an . . v .

® ‘famflies with infants and children under age 3. It was hopeddthat by

\ involving the’ mother as the major focus of the program, and starting the
. A\Y Q S - )
program shqftly after the birth of the target child long~term positive

e
gains for the child would be more probable. Becausg no single program .

model or evaluation strategy had been manaated, the PCCs had conside¥able

) ’ ’ ! -~ -t ' et ' .‘ \

- independence in deciding how to carry ocut their  objectives. In 1969-1970, -
three PCCs,” located in Bitmingham Housten, and New Orleans, were selected . -

- ’ —

‘o on the basis of research proposals to form_zhe nugleus of the Parent - ,

Child Development Center Experiment.
&
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. dently. During this phdse, the programs weré to be®documented and thgir

. effects evaluated, u%ing randomly assigned program tnd control groups.

. . ' .7
ST R B
J " -, . T T . / -
. , - ~ ) ’

. Two phases of the PCDC experiment were planned. Phasé I, from . o ‘ .
1970-1975 was to emphasize development documentation, andﬁinternal T R
evaluation of three parent education models. ~4lthough established.under \ %
‘centralfadmihistratige guidelines,'each‘model was to be developed indEpen- : : -

‘ s N N~ . “*Q <

These evaluations were to be independent and on-site in order to be
closely tailored to the’ goals of the individual programs, #8 well as to 7

encourage experimentation with assessment and measurement,problems.

- . -
»

If the data from Phase I showed promising program effects a%’-year ) -
replication of the three program models in other communities was to be

undertaken “as a-second phase of the project. A uniform, external/cross—

site evaluation.was planned for this phase~ The external evaluation -

qould include long-term follow-up. on_the ériginal participantg as well -as

. evaluation of continuing pfogram effects en new participants in the ~-.

- B

priginal and replication sites.

/

"Thase I was ‘carried out as planned. The >hase I research findings
established that the program models developed at the 3 PCDC sites had "
_positive effects. “~Phase II began in 197% with support from both public

“and privaEe sources. The.Lilly Endowment was the first and rimary

o -~

supporter of the replication effort, joined by the°Charles Mott and the
ﬁogg Foundations: They supported replications of the Birmingham PCDC .

program in Indianapolis, the Houston PCDC in San AntoniofLandhthi New

-Orleans program in Detroit, as Well as Bank Street College of Education
. f

to*ovérsee and document the program replication process. ACYF cont{nyed

)

. ~ ' ° .
to fund thé three original PCDCs through Bank Street College. Egy!ﬁer,

L] ] -
- € ~

v - L]
4 ] .
.
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v

the planned external evaluation agency was not funded concurrently by

the Administration for Children, Youth, apd Families (ACYF) because of

L
the growing scarcity of financial resources. ACYF did anticipate

eventual funding, and in order to continue data collection during the

interim period, the research at each original site was continued,

.

although at reduced funding levels. Each site was asked to collect o

)

baseline data at its'corresponding replication site, as well as to

continue collecting internal data on program effects. The children in

3

the early cdﬁorts wére growing up; as’resources permitted, limited

~< [ "
follow-up data was to be colleocted. For administrative purposes, beginning
¢ ~

L. in 1977 research funding for ‘the three ‘sites was funneled centrally

-

-

through Bank Street College of Education, which was also administering
the program monies. . \

In 1978, ACYF funded Educational Testing Service to begin development
. N [} .
of the.egternal evaluation plan. Af the same time, unfortunately, there

was a growing scarcity of funds for human services projects at all

t

levels-—federal, state, locall and private. The privzte foundations

that had been supporting the replication for three yeArs were nearing

.

the end of their commitments; other funding sources for the replications
¥

Were¥not readily obtainable. ETS was jpst beginning to design the
folloé—up and replitation study when ACYF determined that the replication

» _experiment should be'terminated because of lack of financial support for

- o

. . * -
both the replication sites and the external evaluation effort. The

. N

origindl gites and their fnternal evaluations would continue to receive

ACYF funds until 1980. ETS was directed to use its remaining funds to

analyze. the on-site data collected during the interim period, and to

-




write a report summarizing PCDC program effects based on all of the ﬁ' '

availabl; data. ’

. . N . -
¢

Current Status of the Programs/FY ‘81

The three original PCDCs are funded out of fegional Head Start
monies; the PCDCs have reverted to the same administrative status as ' -
the PCCs. The San Antonio replication closed becauke/gf'lack of funds in

1979, as did the Detroit PCDC in 1980. The Indianapolis PCDC is currently )

operating under Title XX funds. . v .

-

The current report summarizes the program evaluation data collected

.in the PCDCs 1970-1980. - Although the replication phase of PCDC did not
. ' o
,
take place, the ten-year evaluation gata itself, involving several |
|
\
|

hundred randomly assigned program and confrol group children in three
, .

sites, provides a unique longitug?hal data base fér investigating the

effects of parent education. ' - - ) "

v




. Chapter 3

" The PCDC Model Programs .
.- .

IS

-

. ¥ -
7 N Y.
. -

s

Program developers at the three Phase I sites were required by the -

.
-

_sponsoring agency to.ooserve five major«guidelines for program design:

Y

The fqpés;were to serve low-income populations. ‘, '

- ¢

N ) . . .
Primary participants were to be mothers or other primary 'caregivers.

.The terget age for children was to. be birth to 3 yearé;

-~

The programs were to be of sufficient duration and intensity to

-

.
-

maximize their potential effectiveness. , o
5.+ The programs were to.be diredted at the;complex problems of poor
13 ' “ . ) P .
+ 4 families and were to include a broad range of support services.

o
-

.
> ~

.These guidelines constituted the overall PCDC "model" of parent education,

which wgg.intended to aid low-income children by helping mothers become more

" . o, |
'effectlve agents in their young ¢hildren's development. The three PCDCs adonted

eommon strategies fo% acc0mplishing this goal: sharing with mothers the bur-

geouing knowledgeeof infant and child development, promoting the mothers': pérsonal

development, and suppor(;ng the whole family' with. appropriate services., All ’
three centerS°included simultanedus programs. for mothers and for child;en;
othefrfamily members were invglzfd“to varying degrees. - -

* The adult-oriented curricula included a2 wide variety of content. ~ Matetrial
" about the socioemotional, intellectual, and pnysioal development of children
was taught’throqgh practIEal experiénce in the'cbildren's nursery or laboratory
- programs and jthrough group discussioné. Adultﬁdevelopment covered such subjects
as home management, nutrition and nealth, personel development, commnnity

resources ‘and government, and other areas of continuing education. All three
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-11- - 5 . '

R . . . -

programs provided participants with transportation,’ some meﬁls, family health

and social services, a program’for_siblings,'and a gnall‘diiiy stipend.
[ ’

. . \ 3
From the beginning, the program style was supportive and flexibie,'with

opportunity for different types of participation and for using riew knowledge
3 <

-

ﬁd skills. The basic -aim of the staffs was to reinforce the mothers' abilities

strengths. Staff mémbers generally were from the same~cultural and ethnic

> A
[y
LY

backgrounds as the participating mothers, and they represented a variéty of

educational and profesgional qualifications. Staff development was, an integrel
. - )

part of the programs. . ) ; s - s L

Although the basic deéign elements of .this generei PCDC model were incor-
porated.in‘all three programs, there were, by choice, differences among the.
. . ; . . . . ﬂ; .
programs in several. other areds. The most important of these were entry age-

of the child and intensity ofsafrticipation. Although all three‘progr;Es ended

rd

when,the child was 36 months of age, they began at different ages and called for

different amourits of weekly Egrticiﬁation. The centers' deploymen@'oﬁ profes- .

° -~

( P
sional and paraprofessional staff, the roles for adult participants, and the

teaching-learning formats—for adults and children also varied. These differences

»

reflected: both theorétical predilections and sensitivity to the participating
community, and we considered the three programs different expressions of the

general PCDC model. Differences among the programs are highlighted in Teble 3.1
3 s . _ \ o
and. are described in more. détail in the remaining sections of this’chapter. W»
14
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. TABLE 3.1 . ) '
FAN - R o em T -
1 9 ' ’ N T . . : -
.. - . DISTINCTIVE:FEATURES OF THE THREE PCDC PROGRAMS \ .
i : N . ‘ AN
- < . . ‘~ . \r .
4 1Y . . % - . R . . .
. Program Feature ; Bixmingham PCDC , . Houston PCDC. *New Orleans PCDC ~ .
+ -~ _
* Population ~ - N - . . o - ‘ ’
Ethnic background - i Heterogeneous (black & white) Bicultural-bilingual (Hispanic, Homogeneous (urban black)
- ’, .
[ N : -
' . o R : . Mexican-American) ’
. Age range of mothers ° ' Open - Open * + 17 to 35
. \\'. Approximate entry age S 3-5 months . > 12 months , 2 months
- C' N - - - R . . ‘
' of child ' . . ' ’ .
. ° ¢ 4 ’ M '
Vs . . : ® . . ' k
Locus of program -~ 4 Center only ~° Year l‘: Home . ) - Center only
* . ' . P ! ) : o .
¥ . . - ' ' . Year 2: Center - : S
L4
R ‘ : N o -
. - ’ o . S * e
. . . } - . o )
Length of program 31-33 months ) 24 months , 34 months .
N R
3 h " _
" - . ~ -
] - ) . ~ )/ ’
‘ . N ; - * + - - o~
. ) . - ’
- . . % . .
R v ., N A ’ ~
17 | ' B K
; . . M
s ) 13 "
1) ’ :
- . oL S0 S
- . ,
O ‘ . \ . LN ' . e " / . -
ERIC » . e S
: . , . - .

L4 3
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TABLE 3.1--CON

Program Feature

H

N e R

Bifmingham PCDC

L

TINUED

Houston PCDC - v New Orleans PCDC'

T~

Amount of contact

we

Support services

Medical

Increased with child's ‘age/

.

length of mother's

participation:
12 hrs/week: to 1l mos
20 hrs/&eek: 12-17 mos

'40 hrs/weekh . 16-36 mos

3

.

'Pediaﬁric clini¢ at the

center once a month

Pediatric nurse practitioner Pediatric nurs

did screéninq and ‘gave

" emergency help .

Year 1

6 hrs/week

\

- . \
Home visit: 1% hrs/week Evening-meetings: % hys/

4

Language class (English): month : ¢
1% hrs/week . . . G
. f ) <
Family wdrkshb6p: approx.
7 hrs, 4 peX year, ' .
Year 2 ‘ . AR B
. o .
Center: -12 hrs/week .
Language e¢lass (English): 2} .
- - <«
hrs/week . i
. S ) . ?
Evening meetings: 4 hrs/ ) s
month ‘ - .

~
-

, Annual physical exam’ for ’ Full medical services for

child and fo =

family based on evaluation
- .

vailable for of pppulation and com-

consultation, emergency munity resources; complete

help, angshome visits =

e ST

«  ,Cclinic services for mother

and children in{family, !{j

aged 12 or under
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Brogram Feature

Birmingham PCDC -

-

~

- Houston PCDC ' .

&

\)
New Orleans PCDC ° -

-~ , =
{.

Support services

A
-

Meals™™ . !

y

Social services

Transportation. (to
>

center and center-

- 5
S

_.sponsored events)®

Clothing

.,
-

- s%bliﬁa program

I\ e
' .
H
»

mothers

‘  Stipends for
. - - " . .

Breakfast, luné?l, and afterf'
noon Snack

Emergency aid and refergal’

-

. .

—

For parEicipéntg in first two

_étages of participatidn .
, 3
Provided for-qhild}en whiigi .
at center v
For siblings 1 mo46 yrs
- -
“, : .
e T, »

$5 to $14/day for program

mothers, amount increased . .

with length of-ﬁaxiicipaﬁ

4ion and aéaed responsibi ties
8 added rosponsibiyiies

. R

’ -

Center, program: midmorning
' ¢

snack and lunch

' ]

Consultation with community

»
~

S — %
- worker and referral

.

Mothers and children’ in center

program ~
o(\w T
Not prowided

k J

Center program:
,
birth to 5 yrs .

$3/day for mothers in center

R 0

program only:

for,siplings;_

va4

-

A

< .

Midmorning snack

/]

. ’

Consultation and refer-

ral with Msw .

Mothers and ghildreﬁ

_For §;blings, 1 mo-

6 yrs

$5/day foriprogram

-

)
3

mothers
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: Program Feature - Birmingham PCDC o  Houston PCDC B ) New Orleans PCDC
a Staff composition Small professional staff; *  Bilingual professional'and P Professional and
k4 y -
l _
* program mothers serve as paraprofessio\n/a_»}. 'paraprofessional ! ,
L}
. ‘ ) temporary paraprofessional —_~ ]
* - - » 3 ¢
% . 4 ‘ , .
- staff during last phase | :
N B ¥, . ’ - ‘ -
-— ~of their participation »
L ] . . 7/ L
T S . 1in program - - = " . o . j -
s . . . 0 N
.Ethnic background »Ethnically miyed Predominantly same ethnic back- Predominantly same ethnic
- . ! * . ground as participating background as-partici-
. . v ' .
, ; . . “7.7 mothers .. pating mothers g
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" BIRMINGHAM PCDC PROGRAN : _— ) '
. " The participants in the Birmingham program were both black and white

.families, more than half of which were female-headed or extended-family ho‘se-

holds. The program struCture emphasized~increasing responsibility for mothers,

: -

"\ " The term of the center-based program was 31 to 33 months. Mothérs entered e ]

1

. — Ay -
.- including learning through teaching their peers. .

" the program-when' their children were‘3 to 5 months old and remained until they LT
) . * . - - K
, were 3 years. Mothers' attendance increased in the course of the program.

.
)

During the first year, they spent 3 half-days-per week at the center. ~Parenting
add child development were the subject matter in this first‘stage of the program. *

The mothers looked after their own children in a - nursery setting, where the

»

teach1ng mothers explained demonstrated, and encouraged a variety of mother-child

-

interactions., Thls was* supplemented by manuals, by videotaping and related dis-

(cussions, and by questiqn-and-answer sessions with the center S nurse. ‘ o - .
& [ 4 . N * ’
During .the second or transition stage of the Birmingham program, whichfbegan

L .
when the children were approximately 1% monthé old, the mothers spent 4 half—days ~

. per week as understudieé'to the teaching .mothers in the nurseries, and a fifth R

-
. oo, v = e .
2

day in training. classes conducted by permanent staff members and the, teaching
- -

mothers; Topics covered in the training sessions included health social ser-

~
»

vices, child development adult growth, observation and supervision, and planning

)

activigies,for the children, . ’ ¥ , ) '

- - »
. N . :

. . When the children were between 18 and 30 months old, mothers ‘could ente¥ /

- ; T . "
) the third stage of participation, attending the center 5 full days per week. \\
» ' - . .
: -7 o
Four mornings were spent as teaching mothers, -with primary re3pohsibility
« . & - -

- 4

for conducting the children's program and teaching‘other'mothersf . The -afternoons

¢

and 1 full day were spent in such activitles as training sessions, workshops, :

A

., sesslons with their own children, class preparation, and social gatherings.
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3
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-
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[ .

-

The training sessions covered child development, adult growth, interviewing
skills, clasgroom management, evaluation skills, health education; social
. ~ F'd N .
services,_music, and art. 1In the rare instance when agparticipant did not , ) -
. - s

N

assume teaching responsibilities, she maintained a schedule-of 5 half-days per
. . X L - \ .) ‘ ,, i 3 . '
N week until graduation. ‘\\\ ; o

~

. .
The éhildren s program was closely tied to the adult program because the
-

children were in-the nurseries with their own on(other teaching mothers. - The - Co

P

. children were grodped according to age: 3 to 5 months, 6 to 17 months, 18 to

"

36 months, and the preschoql sibling.group aged 3 to 6 years. The program )

§ .

]
experiences for the children included planned, age-appropriate activitigs for. &

the older children as well as time for free play. All the basic child care,

snacks, and lunch weré provided to children by their own mothers or by teaching

°

’ o .
mothers. <!
' A .

J

Support services for the mothers+and children included transpoftation

. %

(during the firststwo" sqa;ks only); breakfast, lunch and afternoon snack ) . RS :_

routine physical exams,’ immunizationsy and sick—Baby care, a- program for.siblings, vl

-
L

'and a daily stipend ranging from $5 to $l4 In the final stage, the mothers wé;e -

. R
\responsible for their own transportation, and the stipend was increased to r_‘flect l

their added involvement and responsibilities. . 3) . . ’ :

The Birmingham PCDC's permagent professional staff was small becaus& the

teaching mothers served as’ paraprofessionals for up to 18 months auring their o >

°

last stage of participation. Some progtam graduates were also employed as para- -
« - e -~ ’
professionals. N T N
):' b ‘ - - :. ) : . . : -
. o N v R -
HOUSTON PCDC PROGRAM , ot , “ : )
The Houston PCDC program was developed in response to specific needs vl )

“ v {‘(‘
- A . ') ~ - ’

articulated by its Mexican~American population in a preliminary survey.
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Pyogram developers incorporated 'a home visit element, the engagement of fathers

and other family members, and bilingual development as,important aspects of the

*

design.

The 24-month Houston program was home-based for the first year, and

5

. (:En;er-based'for the second. Mothers entered when their children were 1 year

old. During the first year, there were about 30 weekly home visit;, eéch
1§sting about 1! hours. In addition, there were four(weekend workshops for the
entire family, and optional English lanénagé classes weré offered weekly.
During the second year of the program, mothers attended 3-hour sessions at the

center 4 mornings a week for 8 months, and both parents attended evening meetings

twice a month.

y

. Trained paraprofessionals made the home visits duripg the first year,
4 N Y
exchanging information with mothers abeut child development, parenting skills,

and the use of the home as a learning environment. Part of each visit was a

lesson in)a new activity involving a book or-a toy and discyssion of spec{fic
» . 'a

PR .
aspects of child development. The home visitor was alert to other interests ‘

or neéds that the mothers expressed. The.four family workshops focused on such,
topics as communication, decision making, prob'lem solving, and family roles. -
. During the second year, mothers divided their time at the center between
- sensions on' home management activities and sessions‘on child development and .
parenting.’ English classes also were available, Discussions of cultural values

and traditions were interspersed throughout. The child development sessions

consisted of time in the éhildren’gﬂnlassroom and discussions apart from the

-

thildreq.v In the classroom, children followed a formal curriculum, and the

inéeraction of mother=child pairs was videotaped. In smalI\groups, the mothers

4 @

critiqued these tapes and discussed in detail afyariety of issues about child

. & o~ N ! -
. ..




behavior and development. The topics in the family 1ifeé® and home management
sessions ‘included health, language, nutrition, clothing care and constructionm,
consumerism, use of community resources, optional courseslin driver education- -

and home decorating, as well as bilingual language classes in English and

Spanish. o : ’ ‘
There was no separate program for children in the first year because
- 'E ‘o
mothers and children received home'vi;ifs. In the second year, the children °

5

attended the center's nugéery school, which was a laboratory-type program staffed

by trained paraprofessionads, 4 days per week. The mothers:spent some of their

center time in the nursery school with the children during the 8-month period. »
Support servicés during the first year were limited to home visits by the

center” nurse and comﬁunity\workers. Servicés were expanded during ;he second

year to include transportation, lunch, sibling care, a daily stipend of $3,

and health and social services. A nurse was available at the center for first

aild and consultation, and the program children received annual physical examin-

community resoufces such as legal aid, housing assistance, and the Food Stamp

-

ations in a community clinic. Social services took the form of referrals to l

Program. The health and social service staffs emphasized the need for families

to seek the rqu}red services on their owvn in the future.

o
-

The staff c9nsisted of professionals and paraprofessionals. Although
the latter lacked formal é;rly childhood or child develgpment education, they -
were specially trained for their roles in the PCDC program. All staff members
sbske Spanishw.and English fluently. The fact that staff members were‘d;awn
primarily from the community increased the likelihood that they would ftelate

-

» L
to the families as peers and contribute to the program through their under- - |

'standing of the participants' special bilingual/ficultural needs.

. \ ' ,lh::h‘.

. | - 28
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NEW ORLEANS PCDC PROGRAM

. The New Orleans PCDC served low-income black families, which constituted

'more than 90% of the “4inner-city population. This program featured a strong

¢ - v

preventive health and health education componént, because the community's )

health care resources did not meet-the needs of 4ts residents:

The program was center-based and ran for 34 months, beginning when the

children were 2 months old and ending at 3 years of age. Throughout their
r ° . “‘
participation, mothers attended the program 2 mornings per week for 3 hours.

.
~

- In‘addition, Parent°Advisory Council meetings were held once a month for 3

‘

hours. Family members attended special .events planned' by the mothers.

One of the weekly sessions was concerned with child development and the

v

participants’' roles as parents; the“other, with adults and their relationships

¢

within the family and the commynity at large. The child development componeng

included a l-hour discussion<group and a 2-hour parent-child laboratory exper-

» v
ience.  The discussion group covered topics such as how infants and children

.o

learn,from their environments, language acquisition, sécial and personality

N <

development, and curiosity and exploration. Specific, everpday child~rearifig>

concerfis ‘were the basis of all discussions. . .

%

The. parent-child laboratory was coordinated with the discussion sequence

F

8

" so that mothers could observe the stages and behaviors they had discussed :

Educators engaged in fgequent one-toione conversations with the mothers as

N

situations presented themselves "in the laboratory. The main purpose of the

-

laboratory experience was ‘to enable mothers to enjoy pla%tng with and teaching

1y a
their.children, Demonstration of structured activities that mothers _could,use
P - N
wih children at home.was one vehicle used to promote mother-child“interaction.
-~ N ) - . . /‘ ° . > A
. ’1 - o - Y
> '

y




‘ range of social services was provided by the center's\?ocial worker, Although

- ) e -21- -/

N
-

The contggt areas in.the adult and fami{ly life component included maternal

-~

and child health education and parent activities and home resource education,

In addition, there were diScussions about the .use of community ‘resources and

-

local political and social-concerns. Finally, there was emphasis on adult devel-
opment, self-awareness, and interpersonal gkills.
, The proéram for the children took place in laboratories groqped by ages.

as follows: 2-11 months, 12-23 months, 24-36. months, and the preschool lab
for 3 to 6-year-old siblings. Each laboratory was staffed by two para-
5 - : s

v

professional educators. Children, like their mothers, were at the center 6

-

hours per week for 3 years. Their mothers joined them in the laboratories for

)

4 P
2 hours each week;-the remaining 4 hours were filled by basic child tare and

standard age-appropriate activities. ® o

The center provided transportation, a morning snack, a daily stipend of

.

$5 and a program for preschool-aged siblings. Extensive health servicdes were

provided td the mothers and their children under age 12. The center nurse gave

all immunizations, vitamins, and prescribed medicines, treated minor illnesses
T 1

and emergencies, and arranged preventive health screenings for such illnesses

: ~
as sickle cell anemia and lead poisoning. The center also made available to

.

participating families the services of a local pediatrician and paid for most

~

medical referrals such as orthopedic services and dental care. In addition,

the .center nurse served as nealth counselor to individual families. A traditional

N

- -

these professional services were always available, the emphasis was on helping

mothers cope with problems themselves in the ‘futures ) R

The educational and supportive services were delivered primarily by g

staff of program~trained pafaprofessional'educators from the commynity. The’

»

. 1 ,

' . 30

2 - *
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basic criterion for selecting educators way

A

. 1

that their background and cultural

experience be similar to that of the participants. There_was & small pro-

.

féssidnal staff of educators; a social worker, 5!% health professionald, who

served predominantly as resoutce persoms and facilitators for parents and

paraprofessionals.

.

o




Evaluation St ategy and Design

The PCDC evaluation strategy \was deyeloped at the onset of the project

in 1970. All of the evaluation data collected from 1972-1980 and reported .

here follow the ,original design. itially developed as a five-year
research strategy, consisting of three individual, onﬁsite evaluations,

the initial design was to be followed\by a second five-year p&ase,lan
eXternally contracted uniform evaluati%n. When funds for the second

phase were not available, the,original design of three separate evaluations

was extended for the remainder of the PCDC project. (See also Chapter 2,

* o
Overview and History of the PCDC Project)

\ While the three originallevaluations\Yere to be independent, they

L2
also were to include some common characterietics:

L

\

1. Use of a\broad range of outcome measures tied to program goals,
including maternal interview data, wvideotaped observations of

mothers interacting with their\children, and child tests, both

standardized and nonstandardized. \
\ ¢ ’

Data collection at multiple time poinéﬁ, including: baseline

data at program entr¥, testing throughont the time of program
attendance, and at graduation, and annual follow-up of

graduated mother-child pairs as resources permitted.

"Marker" variables to be used across all three sites. In order
to retain gome data comparability, several child tests were
administered across all tliree sites: the Bayley Infant Develop—-
ment Index,\the Stanford-Binet, and Palmer’s Concept Familiarity

-

b d

»
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AN

. \ 4 . *
' "Index. ALl three sités were also directed to collect baseline

k)

' demographic data and videofgbed mdther-child inéetaction PR

-—

obéervationS; however, content differed among sitess
: ) ’

.
< w—

4 Randoh assignment.of all mothers and children to program and
. ‘conttol groups;
Se Concenttation on evaluation of each intervention program as a

whole rather than attempting to assess impact of- separate

2 z

components within a program. ;

6. Thorough documentation of the program model being evaluated.

) - N

This PCDC evaluation sttategy included methodological features  that,

although routine in labotatoty research, were uncommon 1n field-based

\ -~ »~
research. at the time: I : ( )

t

1. Compatison of randomly assigned program and control groups; ' .

-

2, Collection of baseline data to be used in program and control®

o ' group comparisons for initial equivalency and possible diffetential

. 3

atttition ov;} time'

3. Collection of longitudinal data at multiple time points examined for

. . timing and ﬁatterning of effects during the program, as wtll as
. . . . o, - . N a5
at graduation from the program; ¥ ' '

‘. 4. Evaluation data céllected for several successive annual cohorts
/ . -

0

) . . in each site,-to determine_stability of effects as programs ‘
- " evolved from'initial innovative stages’to offering established
. . s . oWt 3 . R [
. services. - * .

Meagsurement Considerations : ) .

The goal of the PCDC ptbject was to involve the mothe¥ .or primary c\\\

cate-givet in a progtam of éducational and supportive %ervices, in order to

. o . . ‘ " » S
ERIC" = - . o 99
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enhance .the child’s development both during the program years and after.
Each of the PCDC programs‘}feeented many potential areas for EValuationc‘ ///‘ .
effects on the mother;s child-rearing; effects on the mother’s functioniné
as, af adult, aside from child-rearing; effecte on the cognitive and )

cial development of the program child;{effects on the family and the
ofamily'e interactions.with the community.

Each potential evaluation area was substantial and complex@ posing
methodological and technical problems. In a paper suggesting measures to
be used in evaluating the effeetiveness of the PCDC's, Hoffman (1969)
pointed out that in most potential areas of PCDC impact, appropriate,
carefully constructed measures of known reliability and validity were not
then available. _ ' . ¢

It was decided to’concentrate evaluation resources on the most
direct program goalS° the mother’s interaction with her child, and'yhe
child's cognitive development: Alth;uét all three PCDCs concentrated\

. their main evaleation efforts on the child and mother-child interacti s,

individual PCDCs also” addressed’ dther areas.

. .
= ’

*  Mother-Child Interaction Observations

Each program developed its own observation situations and coding

schemes. This independent instrument development was encouraged for

« . . several reasons. There was little precedent for using direct observation

.

- of mother-child intervéntion to evaluate program effectiveness; in fact

e g——

at the beginning, of the project there were no readily available mother—;

child interaction instruments that spanned the ages of the PﬁDC childreA '
: * ’ . I

* and included the kinds of maternal variables the PCDCs were designed tb‘

. -
. . - °
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impact. ‘It was feared that a common observatidn instrument might not be

sensitive to the.differences in program populations or diﬂ'erences in

emphasis and structure in the deveiqping'programs. FurtHermore, it was . e -

4
. - -

‘hoped that independent'worh would lead to a more diversified evaluation.

4

- Although this approach drained resources that ofght have supported
- . ’ ' -

°

additional instrument construction in other areas, the investment was -

' L. - o §
considered worthwhile. The mother-child focus was highly relevant both

- L.

to program goals and* to the‘burgéoning interest in the mother’s role in

.
a

infant and child development. - 4

-

; »
Mother-child interaction observation settings. In 1970, and even now,
g ]

there was little data about, the comparatidi validity of observational settings.

5

Home observatigne, while-theoreticali§:pre erable, presented'Practicai broblems

§weh g8 invasion into the home, "impracticability of condueting home observations .

.on the large number of gubjects invqived, and fear in at least one site about

o

entering some of the target neighborhoods with“expensive Bbservational equipment. .

-
. -

Hence, it was decided to have a structured teaching situation and a waiting ‘room

-~ -

a

observation that could be administered under controlied conditions at th%ﬁtesting
¢ N - B

center. The structured teaching situation had been‘used with older ‘childfen by ' -
|

Hess and Shipman (1968); the waiting room setting had beeh, previously used profdt-'

Y
ably with ififants, Ty T. L e 7

. s
q - Q
.

Each PCDC designed its own mother-child interaction assessment. Houstdn

chose a labotatory based teaching situation with one free-play component, the
Maternal Interaction Structured Situation (MISS), augmented by adminis-

. . . @ N
JLration of Caldwell’s (1970) Home Ohgervation for Measurement of the

Envirﬁ‘hent (HOME), a relatively simple checklist. Birmingham selected C
4 - . . -
several -different center-based observations' £§E§waiting room" situatiom, =

-

‘e-‘-‘
a structured teaching situation, and a moderately stressful situation. .. A
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" New Orleans selected a waiting rgom sitﬁition and a struetured teaching

-

situation, T
If ‘the interaction assessments were conducted in the center, the
Q

~

-

program moé,érs would havelen unfair advantage becauif they°wou1d be in ° 7
familiar surroundings, whereas the control mothe:s were in a new setting. :

All three PCDCs attempted to congio; for this extra familiarity by having _-

a $eparate building or section of.a- building for the research. ’

e

Bi:mingham mother-child interaction observations. Two observations °
. > =
were used, the waiting room and the teaoﬁing situation. They were
- V4
'videqtaped sequentially ir the same setting at 24, 36, and 48 months. The

v <

setting was a 12 X 14 foot room furnished with a g%mfortable adult-sized

whair in one corner, a set.of shelves along one wall stocked with toys,

*

. an inflated punching'toy, a child-sized chair, and a small table with . s

-

adult magazines on it. In-#he corner opposite the mother’s chair, a
- | N . -
videotape camera was mounted at a height of about 8 feet., . -

At the outset, the tester askea the mother and child to make them-
1 S . °

selyes-at home for a short time and.then left the room. The following
3 . . .

“minutes of free play were videotaped to be scored later by trained - . &
- . ' : ’ \ ‘ S
coders’. ‘o . . : o . .

A
— e

The tester returned and took the child from the room while another
L Y N oz * ~

¢ tester gave the mother three sets of. three objects .each.._She instructed

3

the motfier how to sort them by shape and color and asked her to teach her -

4

child tp sort the objects. For the 24-month observation; plastic spoons,

4 %

. . )
small metal cars, and wooden dollhouse chatrs of different ‘colors were used;

)

for the 36— and 48—month sessions, half inch plastic 1etters "T" "w" and "o".

The second teste¥ returned the child to the,mother and!left, and the following

-

6 minutes of interaction were videotaped for later.coding. T -
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 Coding procedures--waiting room. The two 6-minute segments wefe

.
div¥ded into 15-second units for coding.éLThe presence/absence of each of

-

these maternal behaviors was scored for each unit of the free plai observa-
" tion: active participation in the child’s acthity, shows affection,
& . gives*praise carries on general conversation, gives information, labels,
’ facilitates child’s activity, uses suggestions,‘commands, also ‘questions,

touches child holds child, plays with child talks in controlling and

noncontrodling manner, smiles at child, looks at chdld looks around

o ° ° <« -

rooms
- . Coding procedgres-*teaching situation. ‘Five 5-poimt rating scales
« . D) ™ N . . —~
— were used to score maternal behavior in the teaching sftuation. Each of’

. r -
» the following ratings-were made at the end of each minute of the 6-minute

* teaching task (except pace which was rated onl§ once at the end):

7

. quantity and timing of instructions, use of praise, encouragenent, *
- N
questions vs, orders, and pace.
- " Houston Maternal Interaction Striuctured Situation'(MISS). Videotaped
o

samples of mother-—child interaction in five structured~tasks were obtained

\
- 3

" -when the child was 12, 24, and 36 months of age. The setting was an 8 x 15

foot room furnished With a child s table and two small chairs, a toy

¢ bench with a geat back and cushion, and a toy cabinet. 'The interaction

[ -

-was videotaped from behind a oné-way mirror at one end of the room. '
g -

.
The procedure at age 2 reqdlred 28 mfnutes, and consisted of a book
task (4 min.), animal sort (4 min.), block sort (4 min.), play wvillage (8
‘amin.), and free play (8 min.). At age 3, the MISS required 56 minutes

LN

and two sessions were necgssaryt' The first consisted of free play (20
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min.).. The second consisted of the book task (6 min.), block sort (12 —

min.), block design (6 min.), and teaching toys (12 min.). Abbreviated

. ¥
instructions for each task are as follows: book: help the child learn

© °

. N
something by reading the book together; gort: teach the child to sort

animals (24 months), to sort blocks first by color, then .by size, then by

color and stze (36 months); block design: teach @he child to reproduce <a

model (4 block, rectangle at’ 24 Eonths; 7 block zig-zag at 36 months);

ot

play village: 'helﬁ the child learn at play together with model town

square with toy vehicles and people; free play: play just as would at
o

>

home. ‘ - ’

)

s

MISS coding procedures. Six scales were used to rate éach l-minute

videotape segment., The six scales were mother’s affectionateness (9-
2gm

L
point scale), use of praise_(5-point scale), use of criticism (5-point

scale), control of the child’s behavior (5-point ‘scale), encouragement_of

the child’s verbalizations (S5-point scale), and use of reasoning (5-point ¥

scale). The/scoring procedure'yielded ratings on each scale, for each

’

minute of/the obdervation of each task. The ratings were averaged for

ale and task.  Regearch conducted in Houston indicatéd that the
< \

five tasks all tapped a single dimension. Therefore, the ratings for

each scale were averaged across all five tasks.

Houston Home Obgervation for the Measurement of the Environment

(HOME) . The HOME, used at 12, 24,-and 36 months, was developed by

Caldwell (1970)s The mother and child were vigited at home for an

.
RS

interview and-observation period of 1 to 1 1/2 hrs. The interviewer-

,

recorded the presence or' absence of 45 maternal behaviors and character
4

istics of the Rpme gbserved by the interviewer or reported by. the mother.

These items were categorized in six subscales and were summed for a total

n

33
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HOME score. The six subscales were: emotional and verbal responsiveness .

of mother; avoidanc&\of restrictien and punishment; organization of ‘
environment; provision of apprqpfiate play matqnials;‘méternal—involvement
with child; and oppo;tugities for variety_ip daily. routine.

New Orleans Motﬁzr—Child Interhctién observaﬁibn schedule (MCY).

. } -

The M® is a waiting room observatién used at 2,: 125 °24, 36, and 48

months.r’f;: MCI observations-were made at the PCDC during the same

testing appointment at which the regular battery of child tests was

®

given. Thé mother and child were asked to enter_the testing room and
" walt fb' a short time before the child was tested. Thé'observgtion was
videotaped during this wait%ngﬁper%od. ‘Mothers were }nformed that they
de;e being observed with their children, but were given no specific
instructions. . X ‘ N

The observation setting was g room 9 x 12 feet; a one-way mirror was

®

located 'in dne wall, and a camera and microphone were positioned near the

ceiling. One room contained a comfortable armchair, a table with
3 v 3

magazines, a child-sized table and chairs, and bookshelves filled with

3

toys. ‘fhere was a closed, heavy wooden toychest im the room, in which
some Qﬁys were, stored. The interaction was videotaped using a videorecorder

) located behind the one-way mirror. For the first.cohorts, thé observation

- -

©

‘lasted 6 minutes; for all successive cohorts, 10 minutes. Sound markers

markéd 15 second intervals on the tape.

~ -
_Coding procedure—New Orleans waiting room. The maternal behaviors were

e

t

A ' ’
coded in two ways: frequency counts of presence or absence of selected

behaviors in.@ach 15 second unit, and globa; rating scales applied to the

¢

L

L
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" total observation. The behaviors coded according;to frequency of occur—c

[ =]

rence were categorized into one of 6 variable clusters. These included: '
- ’

P0§itive~Language (reading, labelling, explaining oY exchanging information,

SN

'

elaoongtion or ditension, verbal stimulation, gives permission, expresses

.

appteciation, praiscs; imitation, general conversation, asking questions);

' )
Directive Lauguage (focusing, suggesting, commanding, correcting,

distorting) Restrictive and Negative Language Cré/triction, criticism

or hostility, threats ot warning) Positive Tecﬁniques (positive -

languagf plus active participation, teaching or demonstration facilitation,
physical affection hold¥ng, physical stimulatjon of 1nfant) Directive '
Techniques (Directive language plus non-verbal directive behavior);

W .
Restrictive and Negative‘Techniques (Restrictive language plus physigal

restriction, physical punishment, or ignoring a child’s bid for response). 1

A‘ »

"Edch of the 6 variable clnsters received a percentage score baged on
« 3 .

the frequency of units in which the relevant varialbiles were observed,

divided by the total number of units of observation (for Technique

Clusters) or by the total number of units in which the méther used

\\
language (Language Clusters)., .
The three global rating scales were adapted from-Ainsworth (1971), -
and werg used at the end'g?»the‘frequency coding td provide summative

information and\edd a qualitative dimension to the unit by unit frequency
} - -

coding. The three 9-point rating scales were: Insensitivity-S&nsitfvity,
N .

Rejection-—Acéeptance, ;nterference-—Cooperation. :

New Orleans structured teaching observation. ~ The setting was the same,

]

room used for the New Orleans waiting room observation; the teaching

\ < -\ N ¢ .’e

a
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observation was videotaped at a sepdrate session at 36 months. Both the
AN " s -
teaching task and the coding were the ‘same as the Birmingham teaching

situation. , )
-

at Y a v
Child Tests ya

-A major concern from the beginning of the PCDCs was the child’s

general intellectual functioning. The Stanford-Binet was selected because

...it was available, had known rel&ability, some predictability, offered ;
- . -

fhe possibility of comparability with othev're§earch, and was a widely
: . . i +

used rough indicator of general intellectual statyg. Criticisms of the

"Binet as éuliurally biased and overly narrow in scope were considered; it

ey
.

oo

-

|

.\

wa$ not intended to be .the sole measiré of cognitive impact. Sevq;él
o . . -
addigional experimental cognitive measures were selected. The Concept

2 ¢ ' ' ‘
Familiarity Index (Palmer, }970) was developed for use with nonverbal, low-

”

- e

income children. It'assesses basic concépt attaipﬁent, and was used in .
1 M . o, .
- . . . o

all 3 sites. The New Orleans site also used the Meyers Pacific Test ,

. .

Series €Shapiro, 1970), also a nonverbal measure, heavily weighted toward

b4

rperceptual and abstract abilities. . “w

e &

. ‘ All three PCDCs used the Bayléx,§cale§} as with the Stanford-Binet,

L4 ‘

it was’a‘known, available méasure of development, at 24 months and below.
R ¢ ; . (9

- [y

3 Fy

o <
..Other areas of intended impact. The’three PCDCs experimented with -

¢ »

measures in.several other areas of intended impact: -nfant development

.

;measdresﬁ child social and affective variables, materhal attitude meadures

;7in.aréas of'motivation,'sélf-esteem, locus of control, etc. Much of this
- ‘ ’ :

’ = - ! - Y - ° i . .
experimentation ‘was limited only.to one or two cohorts, or involved .

N

. ’ LT g ' ° b
measures of questionable keliability which were chédnged or refined over

S
.
.
)
}
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several cohorts. For the present report, most of these experimental
. A

measures with small samples or questionable reliability have bee omitted.

Crogs-site comparisons. Direct crgss-site compatisons should not be

. -
.

made with the present PCDC data. Across-site variation in the psychometric

- .

properties of the measures is present not only in the mdther—child

interaction observation instruments, but also should be considered with

child test results. Each site trained and supervised'its own paraprofes-

sional testers. Although within-site reliability was high, variations

. i
across sites are possible, especiallyénsﬂouston, where all tests were

- -

administered either in Spanish or English, depending on the 1anguagé

preference of the mother or child.

S

Recruitment, Random Assignment, and Sample Identification . ///h

Recruitment and ragdom assignment procedu;es varied slightly between

sites, and for cohorts within sites.

Birmingham.

N —_

collection at_36 months in the program group; 79 completed data collection

A total of 10®mother-child pairs completed data

in the central group;
ro :
the program after January 1972, and who graduated before October 1980,
-~ z

Participants prior to January 1972 are not inclddgd, as they were part of

These numbers represent participants who entered

the EiIot effort, not randemly assigned, and began the program at an .
older -age than later experimental children.

3 v

Half of the Birmingham participants were recruited through door-to-

[

door canvassing of low-income neighborhoods; the other half were referred

from community agencies or°volunteered after Hearing about the program

-, from.friends or relatiées. Mothers and infants with-severe abnormalities

v (4
- . by -

—J

Sre
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were not accepted. Infantg had to be between age 3-5 months; mother-child

pairs remained in the program until the child was, 36 months of age.

. Birmingham participan%s\came from very low-income black aﬁa white

’

. families. An important essential feature of the Birmingpam,p;ogram model
was a socially integréted participant population. Unfortunately, it was
more difficult_to recruit white than black partiaipénts; all white
participants were therefo?é assigned’to'the érogram group., All blqck_

participants were randomly assigned to either the program or control

groups after agreeing to participate in either group. Control group

~

participants’ were offerr;d no spécial services but did receivefi small

e

stipend for each éomplete testing appointment, .
It is not possible to identify distinct cohorts of ‘participants in

Birmingham. ‘In order to-maintain 4 smooth progression of participants

Al

through the several levels of rEsponsibiliEy in the Birmingham program,

.

new mothers were recruited continuously. Each month a feq mothers
. entered and a }ew graduated.- (See Abpendix A for a discussion of the
post hoc ;ohort designatiqn§ ysed in Birmingham.) . ‘
Houston. All participants began the'progfam when the child was 12-

\ .
'months old and graduqtgd whep the child reached 36 months. Each year a

new cohort of families was recruited and randomly assigned to the program’ or

.

A ’ control groups. Data were collected on all families at entry, and when the

-—

child was 24 and 36 months of age. " g

-

A total of 102 mother-child pairs completed data colfection in the

program group, and 98 mother-child pairs completed data collection in the

‘, control group, Data-from all mother-child pairs gwho began the program by
~ & -/
B

4
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1972 and graduated by October 1980 are included in this report. Earlier

’

cohorts were recruited as part of a pilot program in-Houston but are not

included here as both the evaluation measures used and the program

. o o !. |
' implementation differed from later practices. .o F\ o

Y

- Families were recruited by door—to—door canvassing of homes in

* low-income Mexican-American neighborhoods in Houston, Texas. Infants or
. methers with severe abnormalities were excluded. For the 1972 and 1973

. ’ . -

cohorts, eligible families were randomly assigned to one of the two

B} ~

groups and then invited to”participate in that group; After 1974, families

Y
'

-~  were ‘assigned to either program or control groups after agreeing to -~

'participate in either group. A stipend’ was paid to all families on

completion of, each test battery. - ' \\\\\

New Orleans. New Orleans participants were black motherme and children

LY

.

living in the inner city. -Mother and child pairs entered the program when

the child reached 36 month; of ‘age. Each year a new cohort of mother—child

-pairs was recruited. A total of 46 mother—child pairs in the program
completed data collection at 36 months' 52 mother-child pairs in the
control group completed data collection at-36 months., Data,included in

this report begin with-the second cohort, recruited'in 1972. As .in the
r s

other sites, data from the pilot cohort are omitted because of differences
g; . . yin both evaluation and program)experience. (See Appendibe‘for a mare
complete discussion.) } S ~ ’ d
Birth records.:t a large pubficly funded hospital, Charity Hospital in

[

&

New Orleans, were the primaxy means' for identifying potential recruits.

 ad - * «
Y % . »




The birth records of all potential participants were screened for evidence

of normal pregnancy, infant birth weight, and other neuréloéical indicators

~

of normal infant health.> Mothers between the ages of 17 and 35 years

\ ‘ ¢ ) ~J
were eligible. Mother-child pairs were assigned to program or control .
i ( — v
groups after ,agreeing to participate in either group. :

Data Collection

~

.
Each evaluation at'tempted to make the participants comfortable in .
the research se€tting by adapting measures and testers to the language,

culture, "and backgrounds of the.participantsj Testérs spoke the same

/
"language" as the participants and were usually from the same community.

In‘Houstog, mothers and children had a choice of responding in Spanish or
English; depending on the language with which they were most cdmfortéble.
Formal child tests were, not aémini;téfed until a.child was at ease and

responsive to the examiﬁe;, even if this.meant rescheduiing a session. . -

j Qpaiify control of testing was maintained by making intertester and

—_ -

‘

interscorer reliabiTity checks. The videotaped interaction observations
were, in addition, coded by scorers’unaware of the group assignments of
: ~

. . ?
the subjects. . . ~ e
L

Data .collection schedules varied amoﬁg the 3 sites, from annually in

-~

Houston, to several times a year for the first few years in New Orleans '

0y

© /
. N
.

andeirmingham. As available regearch funds were reched, testing also * .

t
. ]

became less frequent in New Orleans and Birmingham. ‘This report focuses

' Y

on annual test data. Data from intermediate test-points is reported only

~

~

b
£

e
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if it sugWsts results that are disparatey or add information to the
.N -

annual testing results,
_—

- -

. e

Follow-Up Testing ) .
As funds were available, each PCDC followed up some of the mother
and'child\earticipants beyond graduation. Reported here are intelligence

test scores at 48 and 6D/V~nths in all 3 sites; mother-child interaction

_data and follow~up questionnaires 1n New Orleans and Birmingham at 48

N .

months and a modest amount/of data- from school records for thejoldest

cohorts in Birmingham and New Orleans. *
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Chapter 5 ) .

‘ Short-Term Impact

¢
[} . . .

This ¢hapter provides evidence of the effects of PCDC participation

)

on mothers and target children at the time of graduation from the PCDC
(child age 36 months). Four major categories of analysis are presented.

First, the problem of possible .differential attrition 19 addressed. Next,

impacts of the program on target children are presented. , Third, evidence p‘

4 -

of program impact on mothers is provided. Finally, a short section
* »
relating attendance to background and outcome variables is inclnded.

o

Many of the analyses in this section parallel analyses ﬁreviously ,
reported in the reports from each center -completed in!1975 ate Ghe end of
the first five years of PCDC operations. The current report ihclu&ee'_g

“data collected through September of 1980. In addition, some ;ew scotes
were created by different combinatiohs of individual scorei. Aqaiy;eg*
‘were run geparately for each cohort .* Although the appatent;strength of

effects differed somewhat from one cohort ggsanother, a serits of cohort

[ 43

s ‘@
by group analyses of variance indicated that there was no evidence that )
the postr1975 results were significantly stronger or weaker'.than the o e
pre=~1975 results. Therefore, all analyses presented in this'sgction e
. . v i o -~ : /}
contain data combined across cohorts. Results of the sébarate cohqrt[rf - e o
analyses are presented in Appendix A, .. - ' i/ ot . .
[ . ’ ' . -t o
™~ :‘ - . ‘ - ' ‘;‘

Yearly cohort designations were used in Houston and New Orleans. ; )
‘Birmingham data did not contain cohott designations because of the S -
“trickle" recruitment model used ‘there. In this model, mothers were .o,
recruited and entered the program continuously during the’ year rather . e .
thana group of mothers starting togéther at the same time., For andlysis
~purposes, artificial cohort designations were created in which mothers ®
and children entering the program in two adjacent calendar years were } «* °
placed in the same cohort. ; ' L

P . hd ) &
° - * *0 ! ¢, N
R “y v T,
b 4 ] ~. . v
o “e ° FA . F 4 "1’%}1
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The sections on mother and child effects also include discussion of

r

the possible impact of various moderator variables intended to determine
&

~ a

whether the PCDCs were more effective for families with certain'background
characteristics (eegs, relatively uneducated mothers or absent fathers)
In ‘order to determine the direct and interactive effects of the background

variables, multiple regressions were run in which the background variables

were entered into the'equation atong with a dummy,va;;able tor treatment.
As a minimum, these background factors include the child’s sex, mother's

age, mother’s education, and number of children in bhe family. Othér

o

additional variables were used in specific sites. For example, father

<
presence was used in Birmingham and New-Orleans, hut was not a useful
. [ ]

variable-for Houston becaude the father was present in nearly all,families
|

there. Rooms per person was used as a variable in Houston betause ’,

preliminary analyses showed it

©

Egs.related to some,outcome variables in

that siﬁe, althaugh it was not related to outcome in the other.sites.’

- w sy < . . .

‘Civpn the relativély small sample sizes, it was, important to keep the

*

npmber ofindependent variables to a minimum in order to ensure meaningful

. .
2 . ¢ * A
~ -
.

interpretation-of the regression weights. .
" ' “Product terms (1.e, the background variable, times the treatmen}
. . , " ’ .
. variable) weré then added to the regression equations-to determine o

&
*

. whether including that interaction term would conttibute significantly to
* . o .°
."the predictioq‘of the dependent variable. Each interaction term was
. ’ .
tested seprarately; all indepenﬁent variables were included in the

[y

,equation with each interaction term, but the, other interaction terms were . f

«

. excluded. This kept the number of vaqi es the equation 4t any one

/ ¢ .
time to a reasonable nnm;g;t:and simplified interpretation.of the interactions.

. -

. . .
3 . . v
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(See Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 1973, for a discussion of The agsessment of

-

- interactions with produEt terms in multiple. regressions).

o

-

In preliminary analySes,'regression'residuals were plotted against

the original background scores to check for possible nonlinear. regressions.

Nonl\\karity was not’ noted and all subsequent analyses assumed a linear

model. B

i+

Readers accustomed tq a conyentional.analysis of covariance approach

* should note that the squared t-value associated ‘with the treafment .

regression weight is exactly ldentical to the F-value .in an analysis of

L}

covariance that tests for the significance of the treatment after control-

ling fér the effects .of all,the'background variables.

o, o

Atéritfon Analysis . N -

°

True random assignment procedures provided the best possible protec-
tion against Systematic bias in the initial sample selection process,
Howeyer, differential attrition from program and control groups could

..

yleld biased comparisons at the time of graduation from the program.

- *
7

the time of entry into the program were compared for program and cortrol

children who were still left in the sample‘when the graduation (36-mont D

’

test battery was administered. This final sample was,defined by haviﬁg*é
score on the 36-month test for which data was most complete. In Birmingham

and New Orleans the most complete measure was the?Stanford-Binet, while

in Houston it was the HOME Inventory. ‘The Houston Stanford-Binet sample

~

wasigractically identical to the HOME Inventory sample. The differences

-

between program and control groups in the final sample were tested with

3

2,
i
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t~tests for the continuous variables and chi-squares for the dichotomous

variables. For comparisdn purposes, entry scores from proiramoand

- -~

control families that dropped out are also included in the folloing

s -

. tables. The tables also provide a summary demographic descgfption of the

[N

2
-

' sample. L .

Birmingham attrition analysis. Results of the Birmingham attrition

A
‘analysis are presented in Table S 1. The only significan?}ference
e

between the groups was on the 4-month Bayley Mental Development Index
R r '
(MDI) This suggests the possibility that-mothers of less cognitively

competent children were more likely to dfop out of the program group and

’ remain in the control group. However, # least\two important factors‘
‘make this intefptétg;ion questioﬁable. First, the 4-month Bayley is more )
oﬁ:z reactivity measure tham an adsessment of cognitive compétence. It |

,, Y~ “x . - -
P 2 o>

has ‘a ve§yn;oy corrglation widh later MDI ‘Scores; its correlation with

the 10-month MDI is .09 18&175} an3 with Ehe 22-month MDI the corre’lation

(\
is .13 (N=164). The correlation of thé‘&‘honth MDI with 36~month Stanford—

Binet IQ scores is .19 (Nﬂ&SS) and ,10 (N=142) with the 48-month Binet.
p—3
By contrast, the 22-month Bayley oorrelates 456 (N-169) with the 36-month

Binet and 43 (N-140) with the 48-niotith Binet. A second factor is that

the 4-month Bayley is not, strictly speaking, a pretest measure. Program

-

. . 2 2 o . N - .
participants attended the center for about|ohe monthabefore this test was

“ 3 »

fadministered. Although this 1is tookshort a time tg expect-a true program
. ) . @ Ay -
7 s , ’ ) .
effect, it might be long enough to make a difference in how comfortable

the infant.felt about being taken from its home and exposed to strangers.




42—

N TABLE 5.1
o " . Birmingham ‘ N%
3 ’ - )
. /‘rA;trition Analysis for Stanford-Binet Scores
) 36 months
) e Drop - Final Sample
B . Program Control Program Cornitrol L
Income N . 66 35 100 74
Per person M 1075.98  968.99 © 912,73 889.44 .24
SD 719.94 756,52 579.78 679.22
Mother's N 71 37 ’ 106 77 :
*Education M . 10.90 11.05 11.01 11.09 -.37 .
. SD 1.63 1.33 1.52 l.44 - -
t : rd . \
Number of N 72 0 "37 106 77
Children_in M .83 T .94 99 1,13 -.37
Family SD 1.09 _L.00 1.32 1.22
v N ) ‘ R ‘*
> ' ‘ -~ .
. -  Mother's N 72 36 106 77 .
‘ Age M 21.29, 21.76 21.78 22.25 -.68
) osp 4,60 4.10 4.65 4,59 ,
- ,
Bayley Mental N s 42, IR L
' " Development M 108.84 113.67 112,52 106.15  2.80%
Index (4 mo) SD 16.37 13.42 . 14.30 . 13,96
000'. OQQ.QQQ..‘. ... o0 0 L] 00'0.0.0.00\00..0000..07'70.00:00.0'0 éﬁi;é.ﬁare
Father ~ N(%) 17(23.6) 7(19.4) 33(31.1) "32(41.6) 2.12
: ’ Present . .
\ ) .
Father N 55 29 73 45
~ Absgnt o -7 .
Male N(Z%). 83(51.9) 49(47.1) 50(46.7) 146(58.2) 2.41
Female N 77 55 N 57 ~ 33 '
TOTAL . 160 " 104 ©107 79
*p<.05 Lo ’ o ‘ DA
i, Income per person figures obtained over ‘several cohorts were converted .
- to tonstant 1967 dollars by the Consmner Price Index.
¥ 2 Number excludes target child. ' - . )
: - ’ ‘ . . - (
d ‘ ’ ‘ ) »‘ ‘V
, ’ %= \ ) . L M ) . . a‘-\.* “t,, ’
. \ \‘V d{ai , . IS ) . kN
Q . . ) i . ‘ .
- R , - .




Houston attrition analysis. Results of the Houston attrition analysis

are presented in Table 5.2. Because the Houston program did nd? begin
until the targe#rchild was twelve months of age, the’12-~month Bayley MDI
and 12-month “HOME Inventory scores are true pretest measures. (Father
aksence was not‘qonsidered as a significint demographic.variable'in
Houston because a fathFr was present in 94% of the’Honston families.i
Incomefinformatiod from 'Houston was not available for later cohorts.
Previously reported Houston data for the first two experimental cohorts
indicated no differential gttrition on income per person (Johnson, kahn, 4
) - 2
& Leler, 1976). The Njyis*low for the MDI because it was not administered

inithe last three yearly cohorts. There was no evidence ‘of differential

attrition on any of the Houston scores. Note also that, on the average,

%
Houston mothers had less forma] education than mothers dn Birmingham or -
L
-

New Orleans (see Table 5.3), but were -somewhat older.. \ .

New Orleans attrition analysis. New Orleans attritiou*results are .

' ~

presented in Table 5.3« The only variable on which there were significant
L [ .

‘program-control differences was income per person. Per person inéome was

higher in the control group. Although ‘this might be expected to bias
analyses against finding program effhcts, income per person may not be a

L) .
very meaningful variable on this poverty level sample with asrestricted .

range of incomes.™ Reports from the testers indicated that they were

.frequently skeptical of the accuracy of the income information provided. -
~ .
Even if income information were acgprate, it is difficult to "assess the
LY ' L4 .
[ & N ' \

) ~




" “TABLE 5.2

Bl

b4

Houston

Attrition Analysis - HOME Scores

a

.

36 months
Drop . Final Sample
( Program Control Program- ‘ C;ntrol .o,
Mother's N 162 181 82 95, *
Education M 7.08 6.68 6.52 7.03 -1.08
) SD 2.93 2.77 3.34 2,91 :
(
Number of N 160 181 91 104
- Children ! M To2.11 1.94 1.84 1.96 .50
in Family =~ ' SD 2,23 1.95 1.51 1.93
Mother's . N 165 © 183 92 98
Age M 26.26 . 26.92 27.92 27.38 ™ .64
. SD 6.27 6.21 5.86 6.17
. Bayley Mental N 96 103 48 69°
Development M 105.90  105.75 104.38 1Q2.62 .90
Index (12 mo) SD 12.09  13.03 10. 54 10.30 -
2 * ' '
HOME N 176 - 190 91 104 '
Total .M 28.68° 29.29 28.81 29,36 -.56
(12 month) SD .6.36 ° 6.41 6.87 6.-76
...OI...‘..................................’...,............................. .
) - chi-square
Male N(Z). 112 (572) 112 (51%) | 45 (45.4) 57 (52.3)  2.12
Fgmale . N 83 104 54 52
TOTAL . 195 216 ? 99 - 109

- 1 Excluding target child

2 Home Observition for ghe Measurement of the Environment
) ) LOT

’

N
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o TABLE 5.3

N’ew Orleans

“

. Attrition Analysis ~-Stanford<Binet
36 months
- — - — ' ’
nhan,
Drop Final Sample
Program. Control Program Control. ._t_ )
- * . .- L IEN
Income ger N 81 s, 58 42 49 . -
Penson M 590. 20 552.00 530, 36 777.34  ~=2,40%
SD 623.38  "490.95 360.38  578:72 P
. . “' ° el

Mother's a N 83 . 65 42 50
Education M 11.08 < 11.09 11,14 ‘11,24 - .28 ,

‘ SD 1.80 1.74 1.60 " 1.69
Number of N 84 65 43 50
Children 2 M 1.12 1.40 1.26 1.46 - .76
in Family SD - 1.16. 1.36 1.26 1.33 : )

<L - . > .y, X
Mother's ' N 74 62 41 46
Age SN M 22.92 -22.06 23.81. 23.28 .42 .

o ' SD 3.55 4,52, 6.81 4.66 . /

- ' ‘ , N ’ (\
Bayley Mental ., N 33 3 .35 42 o >
Development M + 119.67 120,06 127.40 133,41 147 /7
Index (6 mo) SD 18.29 17.31 14,38 15.16 /f"

. , \ .- , . e -

‘ ' . S . chi-square
Father. p}:eseﬁt ~ PN %) 20 (23.8)‘ 18 (27.7) 12 (27.9) 19 (38.0) 1.06 .
Father absent N 64 47 oo, ow, -

- ~
Male N (%) 62 (53.0) 43 (53.1)] 24 ‘ 21’} (46.2) .35 ] )
Female -' °~ N 5s 38 22 Va8 L
- > Y . ’ '/ @ \ [y
. TOTAL . 1 ¢ 117 81 5 46, °. 52 -
; »
#p<.05 h .
Income: per person figpfes obtained over several cohorts were converted
to “constant 1967 dollarg by. the Consumer Price Index.
2 Numher excludes target child, _ ) - .
. . LS -~ . ‘ L
, 24 - RN
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Lo economic impact of'bther factors not' counted as income (evg., food
T fand 3 N
stamps) that might benefit relatively low-income families more than -
\9

reiatiVelythigh-income fzmilies. The income per person variable was not - -

correlated with later cognitive outcomes. Its corrélation with 36-month
. & .
Stanford-Binet I1Q seores was .02 (N=91), and it had a negative correlation

» " «

with 48-month Binet IQ°(r = -.14; N=64). ‘

Conclusions. Out of twenty cOmparisons, only two yielded "significant"

=

results; one of these differences favored the program group and the other

favored the gontrol group. In summary, there was no evidence that the ) -
3 [ ‘ . » *

final samples were systematically biased.

N

\ ©Child Effects s . e ’

,@;” R vStanford:ginet. Ihe Stanford-Binet Iﬁtelligence Scale was used 'in

all three sites as a measure of general cognitive functioning. Although

-

- ‘the cognitive skills assessed on-this test generally were not directly |

instructed in-the PCDCs, it was hoped that the activities of mothers ‘and

-

children in the Centers would generalize to this global measure of

]
»

-
® Py
-~ N “»

. As indicated in Table 5.1, all three: programs demonstrated significant

- *intellectual abilitv.

1Q effects at the time of graduation from the program. Note tb}t the IQs

v

A are reported on the basis of ‘the 1960 norms. The 1960 norms were used in o

- . > . [N

w — ordet to maintain continuity with éarlier ,PCDC reports and to*facilitate

v Y

comparisons to previ0us evaluations (e.g., longitudinal consortium) which

. wmsed the 1960 norms. At this age level, scores are about 10 points lower .

v -

® .

on the 1972 norms.

. \
- -
. x
1 4 ' [ 3
.
.
;
.
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The regressions of the background variables on the Stanford-Binet are

B -

presented in-Table 5.5. . :

-

In general, the lack of relationship of tﬁgge va®ables to IQ score

~«/)/ ~ seems more striking than the significant effects that ate noted. A major~ ™ ;

0y
N v

factor in this lack of relationship is undoubtedly the relative ho;ogeneity v

B *" ", of the samplesj-which tends to attenuate relationships. rThusr for example,

L I
mother’s education in New Orleans would doubtless contribute significantiy T e

to the prediction if the sample included all mothers’in the city, not a

'sample of black mothers in the central city Qho met certain income ’ -
. guidelines.' In the current sample, the mean number of years of mothers” ‘ ‘4
education was 11.2 with a standard deviation of only 1.6. '
Of the 17ybackground~iériable_Py greétment interactions .that

9 - vere tested, only one (rooms .per person X treatment im Houston) was

| . . |

éignificaﬁt. This{finding'Was in the direction suggesting that the

. treatment was more effective for children who camé from relatively .
- B ‘- 4 i
_ uncrowded homes. However, this finding was.not replicated -for other
|
|

N

outcome variables in the Houston\grahuation~Eattery (Cbncspt.Familiarity

- -t

. ’ \
Index, HOME, and Maternal Interaction Structured Situation)A?r in the

N . \' A N
. 24-month Bayley Mental Development Index scores, and may be\¥esg explained .
u!‘ ¢ i} 4 "\ 4 i
. + , by chanca. : . ' ) >
- S Concept Familiarity Index. Reéhlts on Francis Palmetr’s Concept . . .
. . NN . . r .

Familigrity Index (CFI) are presented in Table 5.3. Although the program -

. . "-. ' . . .
children had high;; scores in all three sitesy differencgs were statistically

* .  significant oﬁly in New. Orleans. The failure to find significant differences
"’ i . '




TABLE 5.4

 Stanford-Binet (1960 norms) ~

hd ®

N 36 m?pths

Program . Control

: N 107 , o

. Birmingham M 97.65 - 91,49

Site

~

SD ¥ 10.38

102 - 98
-~

' 107.2 ©103.41
Housto? o ‘ (1~ 6 3

13.07 ¥ 7 12,96

46

104.22

.'10.36

[
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) T TABLE 5.5 ’ ’
l _Regressiogg}of‘Background“Varia les .- St#nfprd;Binet IQ 4 '
36 months -
. %
. ® PR — : * -
Independent ‘ Birpinghim ﬁoustoq - New Orleans '\/\
Variables (df:165)“ (df-lAl} (df=73)
' Weight ¢ Weight ¢t [ Vetgne ° e
(1) Child’s sex! ©1.99 1.21 . 3.48 1.70 . 3.1: 131 T
(2) Mom Education 1.36 "2.06% .01 -.04 =37 .46
(3) Mom age .19 .61 - Ll T2 “, 30 32
(4) Number of Children -1.17 -In14 2,99 -1.27 . 1,47 /139 ° K
(5) Father Presence2 ‘ 3.66 « 2.02% - - -36 :13 .
(6) Mom WAIS® - - - - - W47 ] 2.39% ‘
(75 Rooms per Eerg&ﬁ_ —_ - " -3.61 1.16 . - -
(8) HOME ;nventoryA - - .26 1.67 - -
(9) Treatment © . 5.51 3.34%% 4,20 2.04* 6.40  2,63%
Multiple R .38 ‘ 230 .49 -
Interactions ) b — . X
1x9 LT L2 -l . 638 1.54 -1.52  -.31
2 X9 7 .68 -.61 56 .78 195  1.33
'3x9 15 .41 . —.48'-1.36 b, .89
4%9 N Y S -L.15 -.87 - ‘-.58 -.28
5%X9 " 1.38 .40 - - 5.45 1,01
6 X9 - = =03  -,07 -
7X9°, ) - - i S mm e .
8%9 —7’ —~ RN ‘
3
 #p <.05. R ‘ T '
**xp <,01 . Lo T N s
1 Male = 1 Femaié =2 ‘ ‘ ‘_. - e
’ 2Present = ] Absent - 0 . < |
3 , e ) M
, Sum of three scale sgores Yrom tHe Wechsler Adult Intelligence

" Scales: * Vocabulary, Slmilarities, Comprehension

4Total score on Caldwell’ s HOME Inyventory administered before the
start of the Houston program : .

SMultiple R aftef adding all independent’ variables, but excluding
interactions . S N

.58

.4
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"1in Houston is particularly surprising because Palmer’s coneept training
., curriculum (Pglmer, 1970) was an explicit component of the Houston program.

J}

- The CFI was designed to demonstrate the effects of this“curriculum. ‘Tm7

failure to find positive results might be attributed to invalidity of the

[

criterion scores, but the available evidence appeats to refute this
explanation. Scores are’ well belOW'the test ceiling (maximum/pﬁssible .

- .score = 50). The cotrelation with Stanford—Binet,scores was »63, indicating
R . . I R N ~

. >

that qhe score must represent more than random noise.* Furthermdre,-in L,

the Houston regression agalysis, mother s age, number of children in the

family, rooms per person, and the total score from the HOME pretest all
* " had statistically significant Ebgression weights, contributing to a
~
‘////multiple correlation of .44. But even wheﬂ’téese background factors were

\ ~ A}

statisticall;;controlled, the %reatment effect was not significant

3

sl
(£{100] = 1.04).
bd - . . .
r The regression analyses indicited no significant interactions

P N

¢ between the background variables and ‘treatment in'any site. In New . ,
[ 3 ¥

0rleans, the" only/significant predictor of CFI ‘score, in addition to

o

. treatment, was the mother!s WAIS score (t[56] = 2,87). None of the ’ y
background variabIes in Birmingham contributed significantly to the predic-\\v}
- tion of the CFI score. y
;0 . 2

v '
< .o

*The correlation with the Stanford—Binet in New Orleans was .57, but
in Birmingham it was only .30. Thus, the construct validity evidence
: in Birmingham is weaker, and the fatlure to find significant results there
may reflect some prxoblem with g\st,admﬁnistration or scoring.

\ 3
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N o TABLE 5.6 .
Concept Familiarity Index
T . 36 months’ -
o Program ‘ . Control t
Site ' -
& N 97 : 71
; ° o a
Birmingham M 27.19 - 25.97 Y 1.59
SO 4.80 v 5.01
S N 58 73
- Houston }1,‘ 36¢3§ -~ 34064" N 1.53
S 6.07 - 6.81
’ N _38 0 .- 43
New Orleans-~ M '33.39 ) 28.02 " 4,00%*
3 : . . ‘ : .
SD 4.69 , . . 7.01
*%p<,01 | ) . )
‘é N -
"“j -
" v & -
- %
. PR I’ o
b. . ‘;
~ r ’
. s .
: (‘ ' *
[
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Bayley Mental Development Index. ,The Bayley Scales of Infant Developmenﬁ

were the only other.measures of child cognitive ability administered in T
N >

all three sites. This measure is not age appropria\e at 36 months, but

is.appropriate at 23 months.* Thus, it is a useful easure of program

effects after about a year and a- half of-the pregram in Birmingham and * .

-

¥ew Orleans. Thek24-month testing corresponds to thes end of the ‘-

‘in-home program in Houston. Table 5.7 indicates that ‘there were signif- “;;i
icant differences on the Mental Development Index in all three’sites, T L

. ~ >

demonstrating that there‘are measurable impacts,a full year:before the - ¥

‘. 2

programs’ end. In Houston, the Bayley was dropped in early ‘1975, \and -
. &‘ .

. the table "therefore reflects scores from only two cohorts. <

’

Igis g\metimes argued that a demonstration of grOup differences —-Q Coe

on an 1nfant mental development scale is meanipgless because the scores-

.
» ° v

do not correlate with later indicators of mental«competence. Whibe this . <

may be true for the very early Bayley scores, .the 24-month Bayley MDI in Tt
the Birmingham sagple correlates «56 {N=169) with 36«month Stanford-Binet T me
N - Py .
1qQ, 43 (N=140) with 48-month IQ, and .37 (NaliO) with 60-month scores.. -

In Houston the correlation is .46 (N=94) with 36-month Stanford-Binet IQ,
74 (N~22) with 60 month IQ on the Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scales
of Intelligencg, and .41 (N-Zl) with IQ at age 7 on the Wechsier Intelli--

gence Scale for Children. In New Orleans, the correlations were .49

’

. (N=71), .49 (NtSl), and .30 (N=12), with 36-, 48-, and 60-month Stanford*

- -

Binet IQ, respectively.

\ ’

*Test administration in Birmingham was actually closer to the 22-month
birthday, but is referred to as a 24-month test to simplify the discussion.

-
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« TABLE 5.7
° ’ ) . . ‘ 1
.Bayley Mental Development _Inde;:

. 2_!& Imonths '

v L ) - ﬂ\/

. g <Program ) Co:?‘trol £t
Site - .y ) }
— ’ - .

N 105 84 C

« Birmingham M 96.74 88.75 .  4.79%*

SD** . 10,04 " 12.89° -,

) 12.59 11.26

N v 42 52

+ - . New Orleans M 95.48 - 87.13 . 321 .-

2
- $D 14,22 - 10.97
- '
T ‘e - & . i
- * ’s 4 - L
<
:’ Yo - a - . o s 2
. **p<,QL
-
-~
\ c s -
2 - - -
& - L .
&
. ° - »
. ! < , . - )
o
®
L4
.
" -
- a
5 .
.
> F S &
o * 1
\ .
-
. -
° : . ' -
»” .
b )
' ’ . .62 N
« - .
) . ¢
v . B -
ERIC: .- : .
- . . R 4
Ara Pr c - - N -
. R . .
. -
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Regressions of the background va(}ables on the Ba§ley Mental.

Development Index are presented in Table 5.8. No significant interactions

-

of the backgroundfvariahles and treatment were noted.

Other measures. Two additienal 36-month child tests were administered

.

. in New Orleans, the Pacific Test Series'and the Ammons Full-kange Picture

Vocabulary Test. Neither test 'was dministered to the last graduating -

cohorts_

traction abilities, did not

Scores on the bacific, a test of a

indieate any significant program effects.V However, mean scores were at .“

-

least 30 (out of a total possible of 40) in both program and contro&'

groups, and the lack of a difference may then be attributed to a éeiling

-

effect on the test. As Table S 9 suggests, tge ceiling explanation

appears especilally likely because there was a qignifigant difference at

s

30 months. <
(%4 ‘ . . - . -
Although increasing sight vocabulary was not ‘a specific component of

P

the New Orleanms -curriculum, the Ammons did dembnstrate significant program

effects as indicated in Table 5/10. .

Mother Effects

Pimension provides a more complete'.assessment of program—effectiveness

Mother-chila interaction observations. Summary scores were created

A
¢

for all the mother-child ihteraction'observations, fEflecting‘cpnceptually',

related and/or statistically correlated variables. Although the individual ,
- o <\

variables are interesting and have great descriptiye powet, the composite L

and is consistent with the goals of the programs, which~inclehed broad -

effects on an interrelated complex of posifive mothering skills.’

- ¢

-~ o

I‘(
Vu

S
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TABLE 5.8 -

Regreséions of Bag;ground Variables -“Bayley Mental Development Index
.

< <

' S0 24 -months .
’Indeg‘endent S Birmingham .~ < "Houston o New Orleans
. , - Variables - '\. (df-l64) (df=110)." ‘ (d£=73)
. Y ¢ ol .
. . N ‘., -, ;_ :t N V}"““ - . . . . .
. Tt { b Weig £. \ We‘ig: htu- t. ‘ Wei’ght t
- (1) Chikd ssex:. ® .99 587 338 " 1.6l .38 190
(2).Mom Education, ..70. .98° ’ ) < W36 ° 92 -.53 -.54
.. '(3) Mom Age - - - 57_. =31 ) SLel9 '.§7"‘ R 1.56

(4) Mumbe} of ehildren 453 .50 %.-.78 -1.18  -1.72  -1.31
oY

" (5) Father Presencez. 4.62 2..47* " — - -l.l3 -.32
1(6) Mom WAIS3 gREIp— T — "~ &9 2,73%%
] (7) Rooms pér persou R - . =4,92 -=1.64 . o - -
(§) HOME Inventgry 4 - - (.36 2.72%% - -—
' (9) Treatment ’ 7.49 * 4.39%% 5.9& 3.3d%% 7,16 - 2.28%
. Mulsiple R ° BT .46 .53
) ‘ Pnteractions ] ¢ S ) o R
-, 7" 1xe . .99 .29 8.06 . 1.9  _g. 57 —.91
o 2%9 -k.08 -.89 —49  -.68 -7 -0
3Xx9 2,07 -.19 .21 .63 -.51 =-.90
4 %9 . 91, .69 .52 <157 _1.37 -.40
5%9 . =4.25 -1.20 - . - =917 -.13
. 6X9. T - - - v 1.01 ;1.96
+7%9 - - 4,38 .82 - -
.7 sx9 — - -4l -1.12 P
*p<., 05 ' ‘
*%p<, 01 , ’
~ ' 1 Male = 1 Female = 2 ’

2 Present = 1 Absent = 0

3 Sum of three scale scores from the Wechsler Adult Intelligence»
Scales: Vocdbulary, Similarities, Comprehension

,'4 Total score dn Caldwell’s HOME Inventory administered before the
start of the Houston program

5 Multiple R after adding all independent variables, but excluding
interactions . .

64 JE R
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TABLE 5.9 ° S
. \ \\\ ’ R
. N [4
\] -
"PACEFIC BEST SERIES , *\\%
g Y

(30 and 36 month) ‘ _ ég i

X Program €ontrol t
N 42 44 . 1
» ’ \ " . ! * »
30-Month MY 24,19 . 20. 80 _>/2.14 . |
B . - -
SD 7.08 ’ 7.63
—~ ’ \
L . * : . ‘ = ro~
) o N 32 o~ . 42 .
36-Month Moo 32,09 ‘ 30:00 ° 1.43 : ’
} y SD %8 5,29 6.86 ]
<
* %p<.05 \ ) T
1 R .
- . > o “TABLE 5,10
: ¢ S . e

Ammons Full Range Picture Vocapulary Test
(36 months)

. A & : . v N
s T . S Program o Control £
N . 34 . 38 . : moy
M ’ # 13.44 11,11 3.66%* oo w
Sh 3.38 . 3,09
*p < .05 .
4 v

-
fep]
i
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Birmi‘gham waiting room positive maternal interaction score. As

described in Chapter 4, 18 variables were coded for occurrence or nonoccur-

“ rence during each of 25 15-secomd uniib; these.yere summed for totals
5 e . -~ A

over 6 minutes. After eliminating very low frequenc& scores, the corre~

lation of the scores was inspected, and the following 9 sdores were noted
- T

to be positively intercorrelated and'logically related: active partici-
o ' '

- _ pation, general conversation, labeling, facilitation of child’s activity,

asking the child questions, playing with the child, looking at the’child,

non-controlling talk, and. giving information. ~The 6-ﬁinﬁtes totals for

A

these nine scores were summed for the Birmingham waiting room "Positive

‘Maternal interaction" score. .

~
L 4
~

Birmingham teacﬁing situationeffective teacher score. Each of the

‘following 4 scales were rated at the end of each,giﬁhte, and averaged
. )
over the 6-minute teaching tasks: quality and timing of idstructions,

use of praise, encouragement’,-use of questigps vs. orders. A fifth

,

scale, ' pace " was rated once at the end of the 6 minutes. The'"Effective

. ~ @
R . 7

Teacher” score is the sum of- thése rating .

b

4
Houston structured t@aching gituation net positive‘maternal behavior

gcgze. As described in Chdpter 4, 6-scales were used to ratezgach
'l-minute videotaped 'MISS upit; these ratings were averaged for each of 5
tasks, then averaged across all 5 tasks. . After drOpping two of the
scales that had very low frequencies, the Net Postive Maternal Behavior
Score was created by adding together the positive scores (affection,

n

praise, and encouragement of child’s verbalization) and subtracting the
. ’\) , .

-t
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negative score (criticism). QUJ-three PCDC curricula emphasized
- .

thaQ although all mothers occasionallfyare,neéative or réstpiétiye~w1th .

their children, the balance of positive and negative maternal behavior

4

. & N
score reflects gQii\j::fept of balance. ,
~ ! TN
‘. - 3 \ -
Houston HOME tofdd sCore. Caldwell’s Home Inventory of 45\hﬁternal

) .
behaviors is categorized into 6 subcategories (see Chapter’4), which are

‘has an iﬁﬁot%ant impact on the child. The net ?3sitive maternal behavior

~ . ¢

totalled for a summary HOME score. %

New Orleans waiting room net positive maternal language .gscore. As

described in Chapter 4, maternal behayiors coded according to frequency

of occurrence ‘are” clustered into 6 scores: Positive Language, Directive ‘{\ \\
- < ae . . . K

,Language, Negati&e Language, Postive Techniques, birec;ive Techniques,

-

and Négative Techniques. Because preliminary analyses indicated that the
techniques cateéories overlapped the language categories, but were less N

reliable, ;pey.have‘been &}opped. The Net Positive Maternal Language -
qure was,creaééd‘by subtracting the Negative Languagé‘S§ore and the

rective,iknguage score fgpm the Positive Language score. A

,

New Orleans waiting room- sensitivity rating?’ Of the three global

<

ratings used ,in New Orleans for the- total interaction, sensitivity is the «
. e, - . -

- moBt sy@méf&ve, and adds a qualitative dimension not presept in the / c

fxequeﬁcy-based Net Postive'LangPage score.

“ New Orleans teaching;situatioh\effecti%e*teacher score. This

EY -

observation is.identical to the Birminghan Teaching situation, and the New
- \

Orleans Effective Teacher Score is identical to the Birmingham score.

- a

.
1)

’

»
m .
-\}
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Indeed, ,this task was scored by sending the New Orleans tapes tonPirmingham

to be rated. . .. - A e

Program effects on motherse As indicated in Table 5.rg all three

3

programs demonstrated significant positive effects on mothers’ observed

2 v,

behaviors toward the children at the time of graduation fron the program. ,
g

-

The regressions of the background variables for the summary maternal

\

vgriables are _present in Table S 12. As with the“child variables, the

RN

lack of relationship between background variables and maternal scores is
striking; it is‘probably accounted for by the relatively homogeneous .

. L4 -

samples.a In contyadiction to many reoorted studies of mother-child
~ - -

- " - - —

interaction, sex of child was not related to maternal‘behavior.. This may

be the\result of the use of macrq'or summative maternal behaviors nliap

-

PCDC results, in contrast with micro behavions used in most other %tudies

N 2
’

.~ that have found sex differences. ! -

The demographic variables were also.tested for possible interaction
*with treatment effects.i Only one interaction was sigﬂificant, sex x ’
treatment in the Birmingham Effective Teacher score. This finding
, suggests that the program~was more effeclive for'mothers of‘boys;
however, this finding is not-replicated in the Birmingham Effective
Teacher scores at 24 months (Table 5.13) or at 48 months (Table 6 9), nor

L ¢ Ad)
.in the Birmingham Positive Maternal Interaction scores (Tables S 1~

o

L N
Y
Tab1e 5.13 demonstrates that the positive ptdgray effects on- the-

5.13, 6 9), nor in any of the other sites.’ ) ) .

mothers’ interaction with their children were observable at least a full

e -

. | S
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. < . ‘_‘ N 'e ‘
c . 5 ’ . ,
Summary Maternal Behaviors:in.Mother-Child Interactiofi"Obsewvattons
.36 months -* . ’
5 N ”
Birmingham - » i ) Program Qontrol £
Y Postive Maternal Interaction . N " 86 70 2.47%%
(waiting room) M 65.59_ *53.60
- SD \ 30.78. 29,52
TooA ' . - ._‘ ' * ’ \ B
"Effective Teacher N 84 67 4.‘09**
" (structured teaching) . .M 12.06 10.28 -
' S . SD 2,49 2.86
4 AN -
New Orleans P ‘4 N . .
" . Net Positfve Maternal Language N 42 31 v 277
(waitiquroom) ’ M 30.26 7.24
‘ - - v SD 27.07 39.93 ..
/smgitivity : N - 4 -7 31 2.28*
" (waiting room) N 1 6.29 , 3.9 - -
: _ - SD. 1.62 2%
“Effegtive Teacher USRS §1 13 ©2.34*
- (stryctured teaching) M 10.85 " 9.65 A,
- L o SD 1.03 4 1.40
:ilouston ' . .
¢ Net Pogitive Matérnal Behavior N 79 . 82’ N 4.18**,
- (structured tedchings) M ~ 8.50 7.70 «
: : : SD 1.00 1.38 .
. /<"~ . ’ ¢ I . < *;
.+ Home Total Score . "N 99 . 108 @1
(Caldwell Home Inventory) M "36.98 33.39 - _ :
.v . ° ) R . - .‘ SQ .l‘.-g 5 5.9 .
. Q v -~ ‘
A TS ‘ ' . ) I
b4 "':._. U : . . {) ) . :
. ¥ <05 . - . ‘
'i‘ . | %% <: Q::L ) i ) " - . P . : ~‘- c \
) # o ) . , : ) . )
. Data &vailable only ‘fot’-thce cohort/g_ryéring in 1972, L
'ﬁ ‘e R - . a2 ‘ . T ﬁl.- N - .
- iU" o . ’ ‘. ‘ \ ‘ v
) € . R . “ ¢ ' . ' L .
bv‘ ‘ £ Y ) o B N « :\ ‘ *
‘; . ¥ . ~ ' : ;,.'v.
) . ; 6{) e < v A
. . é I o . \J e . .
N s A —
o ' . . ; - .




. TABLE 5.12

Regressions of Background Va_géab]_.es on Selected Maternal Behaviors

< .
U From Mother-Ch11¥ Interaction Observations . ) -
. . s N /' , 6 months * . .
INDEPENDENT OBIRMINGHAMW» “é HOUSTON NEW ORLEANS
- _VWARTABLES i =
N ¢ MCI-Positive MCI-Effective Net Positive Total Pogitive .Negative
: Interaction Teaching Maternal Behaviot HOME Language Language .
& (df=126) | (df=121) r? (df=144) (d£=45) (df=45)
. e N .
° - ‘Weight  t  Weight ¢ Weight t Weight ¢t Weight t  Weight t
5 ' (1) Child's sex ' -2.81 .-.53 .02 .03 ~ -.08 36 - 49T S5 =510 -89 -L52  -.64
(2) Mother education .66 .30 -.11  -.52 02, 48 19 .23 -3.23 -1.68 14 a7
(3) Mother age \ .66° .60 .26 9,20+ .01 .57 - .09, 1.02 -20 -.37 .23 104
1 (4) No. gf children -1.62 -.46 -.40 -1.18 -.08 -1.18 .18 -.,56 -8l -.34 -.30 -,31 K
_ (5) Pather presence’  -1.18 -.20 .89 1.56 - - ( - - A2 .02 -4,03 155
" (6) Mother WaIs® - = - - - - - - .82 L9 =26 -1.46
. rd . 4 , +
(7) Rooms per person . - — . — - -.40 -1.20 1.79 1.37 -— - - — |
. ° (8) HOME inventory”. — - - -- 05 2,504 {4 .17 2.50% — - - - g
- ~
(9) Trestment 7.14 1,34 1,68 3,25%% .90 4,17%% 3.89 © 4,34 9.40 1.68 ~—45 -.20 !
Y~ - ‘ . ’
~ Multiple R° .16 1039 .41 .44 .48 vo.35 -
. INTERALCTIONS - . -
1X9 -10.07 -.94 -2,09° -2.04* .15 -.05 | .53 .97 6.43 «55 ~.43 -.09
. =2 2X9 ~.95 =~.26 ~.35 +1,02 .11 -.22 .00 .08 . 6.12 1,78 1.45 W74
. < % 3x9 © .4l .36 -1 -.98 23 . 109 16 -1,75 1.24  1.10 .10 a
- - 4Xx09 -2.3% -.59 .43 -1.13 .81 " 1,04 .06 .48 4.01 .88 .18 10
5X9° 11,42 1.02 74 .67 . - - - - - 19.95 1.67 -9,35 -1.92
. 6X9 - - - - g - - - .54 -.860 .19 .53
T e 7%9 T - - - -— -6.88  -1.96 .36 .52 v - - - -
8X9 - - - - . -.43  -1.81 -.07 -1.25 - - - -
{ ’ 5 g \ .
] , vot.03 ' : - N ‘
. **P<.01 . . -
- 4
- 1 Male=l Femalew2 - - : - ’ 7 "
2 Present=l Abgent=0 - R
) 3 Sum of 3 scale scores from Wechslet Adult Intenigence Scales. . o
f /’7 U . Vocabulary, Siiflarities, Comprehensipn . -
4 Total score on l?lx adminidteted before statt of Houston ptogtam !
5 Multiple R afte adding all mdependent vatiables, but excluding 4 A '
interactions. ‘ )
o .
ERIC ~
o ~ ‘ - N
. - 3 "




24 months .
LT . = <
u____&_Birmin an ' Pi'ogram Control t
" Positive Maternal Interactign . N 84 59 “3.90**
(waiting room) . . M 70_}6\‘ 51.56
_sD 31.72 25.38
Effective Teacher Lo . N; 84 - 57 5.57**
(structured teaching) - M . 10.26 . -8.2 .
. Sh 8.20 2.03
? R
New Orléans . L
, o =
"Net Positivé Maternal ianguage LN 8 . © 7 2:74
(waiting room) M 124.63 74,29
Sh 44,16 21.31
- . r o, - '**'
Sensitivity N 8 .- 7 4.33
(waiting room) M 6.63 7.0
SD 1.30 1.0
Houston . . '
" Net Positive Maternal Behavior N 79 ‘ 82 <1
(structured teachings) - M, 7.98 »8.02 i
. ! SD 1.05 1.11 ;
. ’ X%
Home Total Score N 187 ¢ 131 2,61
(Caldwell Home Inventory) M 34,35 32,52 -
~ 3D 6.00

TABLE 5.13 .

. Summary Maternal Behaviors ip Mother-Child Interaction Observations

.
p<p 05

** <. 01
;-

-~

24 month data available for 1972 cohort only.

s
it
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: year before graduation in New Orlean§ and Birmingham. Maternal effects

at 24 months are less clear in Houston; the total HOME score significantly

differentiates between program and control ‘mothers, but the structured
teacher score doeés not. ghis may bgkrelated to -the Houston program
beginninglaé a home-visit program at the child’s age.of 12 months, in

contrast to th& CEWTEr™based programs beginning between the child’s age

|~ .

4 .2-5 months in New Orleans and Birmingham. By 36 montbs, after 2 years of

program (one home visit year and one center year), the Houston mothers

-

./ show effects equal to the motheés in the other two PCDCs (Table 5.11).

°

) . -

) '_k; bompleté scores on the. coded maternal'behavior at 56 ,months are
////:' . presented for the New Orleafs Waiting Room (Table 5 14), ‘the Houston
t .
Teaching Situation (Table 5 15) and the Houston HOME checklist (Table
¥ 5.16).  These individual scores are generally consistent with ‘the summary
. " scores. An exception is the Negative Langua;e scoré in New Otleans at 36.
- monihs;\this score had low frequéncy for both program and contéol groups

L4 .

at 36 months, although it differentiated between grodps at 24;mohths.(éee

- . Appendix D). Acceptance and cooperation in.New Orleans also did not

differensiate between program and control groups at 36 months (Table

A

5.14) although they did at 24 months (Appendix D); there is a possibility

.

7.
*

that these g%pbal ratingé deveiopéd for infants cannot-effectively .
< ) - -~
differentiaté between mothers of older children. ’
The regreséion aﬁhlyses)of backé%ound variables with the'ZA;ﬁonth
summary hatgrqg{ yariabies are pfesentéd in Table 5.17. The Housﬁ/g data
show a number:of background variables significantly'ielated to the HOME

. . - )]
total score (mother’s age, number of children, rooms per pefson, 12-month

. HOME score); none 3f these interact significantly with treatment. By 36
’ . .

o s P ) P ;“?
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4

Table 5.14

’

i4

Complete Materral Behaviors on New Orleans Mother-Child Interadtion

PLN

Waiting Room Observations

36 months
R 4
Matemal Behmor ; Program Contr(?l £
Sensitivity - Insensitivity * N 42 31 2.28"
M 6.29 5.19
. D" 1.62 2.30
Acceptance - Rejection N 42 31 1.02
. M 6.87 6.52
SD 1.31 1.55
Interference - Coopéﬁation ! N 42- 31 1.25
M 6.03 5.48
SD 1.96 1,98
Net Positive Language - N 42 . 31 2.77%*
- M 30.26 7.24
SD 27.07 39.93
- N . . *
Positive Language ‘ N 42 31 2.53
M 79.71 68.50 - °
' SD 14.63 21,24 - .
' %k
.Control Langua ‘N - 42 31 2.72
oREre” tenguage "M - 52.88 38.29 T
*SD °  21.94 23.65 -
Negative Language . N 42 31 <1
. _ M 8.5 - 7.97
“~  SD 9.46 8.00
= . ’
p<'05 Y .
x% . -
" p<.01 .
- - . 7.,
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Tdble 5.15

-~

Complete Maternal‘Behaviors on Houston Structured Teaching Mother-Child Interaction

[y
. (-3

- . . 36 months

— =
Maternal Behavior . Program Co;1trol t
Mother's Affeqtionateness N 79 82 2.89**
£ - M 4,93 4.68
) SD .48 .61
Mother's Praise . N 79 82’ 2.04* R
C M 2.18 W\ 2.04 .
. - - . SD .41 .46
Mother's Use of Criticism ° N .79 82 ~2.79**
M 1,21 1.34
SD .24 .35
Mother's Control of Child Behavior N . 65 75 . -2.28%
‘ . M 3.14 . 3.29 .
3 SD .38 .43 ‘
<o -
Mother's Use of Reasoning N 79 82 -1.95
M . 1.10 1.14 .
) , ‘ SD L .16
Mother's Encouragement of Child's o
Verbalization N 79 82 3.57
. M 2.59 2.32 |
’ . SD .51 46
Mother's Net Positive Behavior “N. 79 82 - 4,18**
fection + Praise + Encourage M. 8.50 7.70
. Verbalization -Criticism) SD 1.00 1.38
]
* 1 , T
p<.05 )
%% - ¢
p<.01
(
o\ =
")
~ ] ' 75 -
’ 4
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i . L Table 5.16 .“
-

~

- !
’ /

Complet’e }gatém%l Behaviors on Houston Home Inventory

-

. L 4
ot ) . 36 months -
» N v
D N c
Factor . Program Control t
- Emotional and Verbal , : .
Responsivity of Mother N 99 108 2,27
. T ) M 9.80 . 9.20
_ : .- . SD ) §L.69 2,04 .
Avoidance. of Restriction v
and, Punishment ' N 99 108 1.31
. ne . . - M* * 6,01 5.69
~ . SD’ 1.84 1.72
Organization of Environment N 99 , 109 1.98*
- ) Ho 5.35 5.11 -
. . T _ Sp. . 8L . +.95
-. . ’ -
u Provision of Appropriate N o
. - ‘ Play Materials N 9 109 5,59
. M 7.87 6.47
, T SD - 1,50 2,04
‘Maternal, Involvement : ’
with the Child. ‘N - 99 ‘ . 109 .21
) : : COM 3.79 3.51
. © S 1.61 1.65
Opportunities for Variety B / i
5 in Daily Routine N - .99 -, 109 5.00
o T T %12 3.40
I SD .94 1.16
»o
. . . *k
* Total (1-6) - N 99 108 .- .4,73
. SR M 36,98 32.39
* . SD . 4.93 5.90 .
) .
* . .
p<‘=05 . . T - ¢
e S
\ / . . - o, ) - ' h )
v. . . ‘ ) ~
3 : -
N . e DA ) .
~ » 3 ’ L) . : * .‘
- . A :
1 U -




- S,

¢ Regressions of Background Variables oa Selected Maternaf Behaviors from Mbther-Child Interaction Observations

24 months

.

. A
s
¢ -

HCI-Po&itive. MCI-Effective Net Positive Total
Interaction Teaching . ‘Maternal Behavior HOME
(df=138) (df=133) (df=168) (df=242)

WEIGHT ¢ WEIGHT WEIGHT t WEIGHT ¢

-

(1) Child's sex! 471 .93 .68 £.06 .22 ' .81 1.16
(2) Yother education C 140 .70 X -0 -1.263 A7 1.22
"(3) 1Yother age A -1 -.10° 17 -0 =78 16 2.10¢
(4) Yo. of children -3.40 -1. -3 .08 1.46 .46 =202
(5) Father presence’ 4.77 . .. - - —_ -
{6) Mocher WALS® - : — - - -
(7) Rooms per person -— . .96

(8) EOME inventory -_

(9) Treatmenr .37

5

Multiple R .25

INTERACTICNS

1Xx9
" 2x9
3X9
4 X9
5X9
6%9
7X9,
8.X9
S$5X1x9

* #p<,05¢ g ,
2**p<,01 . . —
1 Male=l Pemales?2
2 Preseng=l Ahsent=( . . ’
3 Sum of 3 scale scores from Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scales:
Vacabulary, Similarities, Comprehension . . —_—
4 Total score-on HOME admin{stsréd befors start of Houston program
5 Multiple R after ad2ing all independent variables, but excluding

interactions.

-
¥




. was,developed after several years of experimentatioh; unfprtunately it

‘possible that  either the questions in the other 3 categories were too

.differentiate mothers.

I

8 T —e8- ' .
e

months, these effects of background variables have disappeared, and the

Houston 36-month score is predicﬁéd only by treatment group. Sample sizes
R

for the 24-month score in New Orleans were too small to permit meaningful

regression analysis,

(4 ~ -
Mztetnal attitude questjonnaires. Rksults of matermal attitude

R

questionnaires given to small samples at program graduation in Birmingham

and New Orleans are presented in Table 5.18. The Birmingham Graduation

. ]
. s
Interview wag an attempt to measure changes in mothers’ problem-solving

-8

behaviors in their interaction both with thetr children and other people.
L J , [y
The interview consisted of’ two typeikggfquestions: those consisting of

hypothetical situations for which a.strateéy was requiréd in replyj&aﬁd:
simply information questions (See Appendix C).. The final form ofxiﬁe
interview,'covering 5 categories (general life situation, child céﬁtrol,

-«

style of problem solving, achieving solutions, and resﬁbnse to .authority)
. /"‘x f

/

had to be discontinueﬁ soon after because of funding limits and the

amount of testing. ' . - v

i

Two of the five broad, generai outcome caregories showed significant

differences between frogram and control mothers: percegtion of generdl-

-1ife situation since the target child’s birth, and successful child

-

J

control strategies. These two categories are the most concrete, and also

most closely related to the PCDC program and immediate goals. It is
X , y; L

“
-

theoretical, or too far removed from direct program teaching, to effectively

-

’.

"' ’ )

-
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. ) Table 5.18

Respénses to Maternal Attitude Questionnaires in Birmingham and New Orleans

- ' 36 months
Birmingham ‘Graduation Interview  Program (N=24) Control (N=14) Multivariate
t - ¥ (SD) M (sD) | t ¥
General Life Situation F‘ . \\~’/ : . 2:94*
Good changes : ©2.04(1.37) .88¢1.03) 2.81,
"Bad- changgs .50( .93) 1.00( .88) -1. 63**
Satisfaction w/changes 2.46( .66) ' 1.86( .86) 2,42
Child Control f _ . © T 353
4 : * '
Positive control techniques 5.25( .94)° 4.64( .74) 2.06 .
Discussion used in discipline 2.25( .103) 2.07(1.33) ok
Physical+pumishment 1.12¢ . 95) 1.93(1.00) 2.48*
General. discugsion 2.75C .107) 2.00(1.52) 1.78 .
Adult Problem Solving
Achieving Solutions l ) 2.35
" © Alternative sqlutions ° 1.81( ,33) 1.75( .24) # :
> No. of resources’ _ 13.25(2.25) 11.93(3.48) 1 42# s -
Competence ) 1.75( .26) 1.63( .28) 1. 36#
Assertiveness 2.15( .35) . 1.98( .35)r 1,45
Response to Authority . . <1
Power/stafus orientation 2.00(1.22) . 1.79( .80) . <1
Appropriateness of . ’
" authority figure ° 85% (23) '80% (23) <1
- » / ’ -
Style of Problem Solving ’ ’ A
Interpersonal orfentation 1.41( .20) 1.28¢ .28) - 1.s7f
Use of punishment .75( .60) . 1.50(1.22) -+ =2,53
. “ DiScussion 3.75(1.42) 3.36(1.28) <1
- Information seeking . T 2.04(1.46) v 1,71(1.20) <1
[ ’ . i)
. ‘h . S
i L
New Orleans S rd Paredt (N=11) . (N=18)
" Questionnair o
« .- .
8.61(2 = <1
d 19.18(2.93 1
" Purrishment : : 8.55(2.30) 10.56(2.12) -2.40"
El . ‘ o
. - *pé 05 . . /
kkp< 01, . ’ R
p v e
o #p€.10 70 oL

EKC AP ’ M

RA et provided by R
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Table 5.18 also presents: results for a single New Orleans .cohort who
e Do 3 ; Jr

A * L« .
received|a ‘'substantially revised version of the Stanford Parent Questionnaire

A (Wiader & Rau, 1962). .The revisions were so extensive that the original

- a
£

L~ s » )
P scoring categories could'novLonge:’pg used. Three new scales.were

v
o o

N developed based on a logical a priori grouping of the items which was

then confirmed by ingpection of\item intércorrelations. 1tems with low

“* . item scale correlationg were deleted. from the scale. The first scale
Ny

N

'consisted:of Si:ﬁifggﬁgkgrated to. the mother’s encouragement of independence
in her child;/ e second~ega1e contained five items that indicated

maternai approval of phusicaltaggression in her child. The thigd scale,

- 1

contained three>items which indicated maternal approval of physicaf

punishment techniques. Coefficient alpha was .66, +54, and .43 for the
independence, aggression and punishment scales respectively. These are

[

relatively high internal consistency reliabilities considering the number

. 0 . .
of items on the scales. Of the three summative categorie$, mothers’

aoprovallof punishment significantly differentiates program and control
- o ) /

- « . '
mothers., This is consistent with results from'a similar question

L] (o8

in the ‘Birmingham Graduation Interview, as well as with results from the
. mother-child interaction observation.
: NS .

r

- - ES

_ Diréption of Effect-—Relationships between Child and Mother Qutcomes

-”

7
\Q{ 8 The results presented demonstrate that the PCDC programs had signifi-

cant effects on m%thers’ child rearing behaviors and attitudés. However,
. 2 ] \ L ]

the causal direction of tite observed mother' effects has'not been established.
“

An initial underlying- assumption of the PCDC project was that, the programs

‘affect the mothers, and the mothers affect the children. However, the




K

-

i
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children attended the progrghs as well; and had positive learning expé??k“

ences there. The children as well as the mothers show program effects as

h)

early\as 24 months. Ome hypqthesis is that the proéram affected the
child by changing the mother’s behavior. Anotheg hypothésis is that the ,

°prograﬁ affected the'child who in turn affected ‘the mother. A third
L “‘

_alternative might be that there were two independent program effects:

-

=

one path from the prog;am to the mother, another from the program to the
)

child, with some reciprocal effects. : ’ !

The relatively smalI’repeated.E's at each site do not- permit

> - N

Y

Kl
.

“

statistical attempts, such as path analysis or causal model‘analysis, to .

.

resolve the question of direction of ‘effect in the PCDC mother and

. L N

data.

Attendance

..

Not all mothers who graduated from the PCDCs ‘attended regularly.’

4

Because of conflicts with work schedules, illness, orf simple disinterest,

many mothers missed a substantial number of the scheduled sessions.

a

Program impact might be expected to be related to frequency of attendance.*

This section investigates the correlation of attendance data with gelected .¢

+ -

outcome measures. " In addition,-tat,re!ationship of. attendance data to

’

~'b;ckground ;ariables is considered in order to determine whether such

variables as level of maternal education or number of’childrén in the

L3 ! .

*In general, the number of days the program was offered in a given

month was about the same for all mothers. There could be small discrepan-
“cieé in New Orleans where one group of mothers attended two days a week
and another group of mpthers attended for a.different two days. A
holiday might* then affect one group of mothers but not the other.
Birmingham, .larger discrepancies were possible because the regular:
ptogram for "participating mothers" was 3 days a week while for 'senior
participating ‘mothers” and "model mothers" it was 5 days per week. -

' - . / ¢

In*

‘) -‘ 181\ ) | ‘ | '°

-~

-
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famity are’ related to regularitj of attepdance. Finally, info

ation on
s " ¢
the tdtal number:. of graduates produc d in each site is present d.
8 )

v . Starting in Seﬂtember of 1975,
responsible fog\collecting and drgan zing‘attendance information from
X . 2 P

each *gife. Although some attendance ldata had been collécted prior to

> 2

‘ LY . . Rl
reet invplvement, it was of very uneven qﬁality.

b‘ &

the da gcollected by Bank Street College arg;Zon idered here.

Bahk Therefore,‘only

»

Each month for each mother, the total number of days the mother

.
0

« — attended the‘étoéram was récorded along wiﬁh the totaf’n ber .of days
. -2

v

.s

that the program was-offere .~ A percent of attendance figure was * derived
&'l’t

by dividihg ‘the > numper of days attended by the nnger of%days offered.

N -f

H

\
In gouston, th% firss year of the program wqs a home—visf}‘program, sb
only data from the secondvyear'centerrﬁased program were. included in the

. -
o . [N -
* J ‘4
» N - ‘ *

a

ahalyses.

L) s
> < 4

oA
Mean percent attendance for graduating mothers in eadh site is

Ed

* presented in Table 5. 19. Note that-these means include only mothers who

»

. were .considered by program staff to be grdduates; mean attendance
. b . %

r all

- A ar
mothers on the roster at anf given time (i.e., including all mothers who

- . . -
. N 'eventualﬂg'dropped out) woul substantially lowér. The relatively . °
' high mean percent attendance figure anBirmingham indicates that graduating .
- Lo :
. I\ . *
mothers there,were exposed to most of the ptogram, but it does not,
LI * - [ <

A

necessarily indicate gfeater interest in. the program there since mothers

¢ \dth poor attendance records were usuaféy dropped . from the program before
¢ r
’ they reached graduation.

.

L ]

Ib contrast g/Nev Orleans %taff was vexry veluctant
to drop any mothers even if their attendance records were fairlx.poor. -
N

. -

Bank Street College of Education wa o 7 LY
¢ 4
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The correlation of attendance with gelected background ;Anformation .
" * for graduating mothers in the three sites i§ presented in Table 5. 20. In y =

»
. - s

. \ .
- both Birmingham and New Orleans there was a tendency,for more educated

2 ¢ .

mothers td attend more regularly. However, mother’s age and number of

-

children in'the family were unrelated to attendance.

-t
*

»

" The relationship of attenB8ance to selected eutcome variables assegsed
e ) - * 2 )

" -3t the time of graduation from the program is presentedbin Table 5.21. There '
. hd D . .. » . - R
were no significant relationships between attendance’ and the outcome variables,

.

suggesting that among those mdthers who graduate, those who attend most

3

fquuently do not demonstrate any special advantage. °

. L e o o e
s T The attendance analyses presented here did not attempt to invesﬁigate

1 . . — -

more compléx relationships in the data (e.g., mothers who\hag.a wiformly

'\
e moderate raEE‘of gttendance vs. mothers with the same percent attendance -
"score who attended very regulatly one year and very sporadically in \
’ . ° ) . R N . .
another year). These more comp#ex relationships"will be investigated in

-

Y

a separate study currently in progress. . *

-

’ ‘ . //’
. Number of programfgraduates: An additional part.of the attendance

L] ) A ‘

R ~ '
picture is. the number of graduates each program Droduced. The three

-

programs were fuhded at about the same- level, but because_of different4.

.
' »

model features as well as recruitment and-other.implementation problems

there were substantial differenCes in® the number of graduates from eachiL} v

:

s - site. The information in this- section is/provided for descriptive .{

e purposes, and the reader- should remember that each program‘was operating

-~

in a diffetent location, serving a particular population with unique
. . - [ 3 “»

-, ) pfoblems. The program that appears most successful in terms of numbez

’ of graduates produced might be less successful in a different setting,
’ - . A

. . - - * : 5
and vice versa. . . o
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R . . . .
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- s ' ° Correlation of Percent Attendange v )
J - ) ® With Selected Background Variables - ﬁ
. ) * ' * ‘@’ . / .
4 -, * - . .
t - o, . \ L ‘ ° B
- . B . Birmingham - Houston™ . New: Ozleans
T 4 15 - . N ,l' ] N [ r . N 4 r
. - - ;= = - e - - =
v Mgther's education 68- . ,28% 8y .07 . 42 L 34%
. ‘ . s A > ‘Q . ~ .
)t Mother's age ~ 68. .13 © 97 .04 41 -.11

- Number of children 68 .09, 92 ¢ .01 A3 ;\

Mothet's WAIS' - - - 33 .21

. e .
P
. -
« » —
.
' (A < ¢ ‘“ .o . . ~
. .y - - \:‘ I B .
- v . . . .
. *p<.03 . -
4 . .-
. -
] . [ * o
. N B L 3 . R
N e B . . - c. , .

. » e s " - -
v 1 WAIS = sum of information, vecabulary, and_similarities’.subscales from
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A - ¥ x| &N £
Stanford-Binet IQ . 63 .11, 54 .21 ‘ 33 .04 -
Mother-Child . s -
Interaction scores . . .
 -Positive Interaction 55. w19 ' - .- - -
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Birmihghad graduates. In the period beginning when the first cohort was

tecruited-forﬁthe'evaluation study (1972) and ending.when the last T .

Al
Ld

evaluation nohort graduated (1980), the Birmingham program\produoed 93 ¢ “
T '

\ graduates which was about 47% of the families inftially recruitég for the ’

. -~

e program and listed,on the attendance roster. Mothers had to attend at

‘. least 10 times beéore being iist@d on the attendance roster.* More than
. half of tHese graduates $47) entered. the program in 1972 or 1973, 16
o . { . ] ’ . ",
entered in 1974 ‘and 1975, and 30 entered in 1976 and 1977. Some of the :

M X

decline in the number of graduates _may be attributed to a reduction in
- ( a 4 Al .
funding level after the initial cohorts graduated. The percentage of
* } L) ¢ : 3

families initially redfuited who graduated declined steadily (892 for ' —

' 721 73 entranbs, 447 for ’74-’ 75 and 28% for ‘76-"77). i

- \ ,
’ Houston graduates. In the same time period (1972-1980!& +he Hogyston PCDC
: N ,

g

gradua?EH'ngamothers (57% of the -mothers initially listed on the roster).

’

<. : * Part of. the reason for the larger number of graduates in Houston is that . v

-«
.

R it is a two-year program,’.allowing more cohofts to enter and graduate 1

> - . . A »

‘over a fixed number of years.' The number of graduatés per ygRr declined . .

”~ slightly‘after the initial cohorts,,but rémained relatively high. Out of. <+

[

). the *72-"73 entrants 44 graduated 42 from 74-°75, 47 graduated fr m the

°

- . - '76- 77 entrants, and 22 graduated from the last evaluation coho which - °:/>

4 . - .

entered the program in 1998, The percencage of families gnitially v
» 'f.o B \ N

. _ _ recruited ﬁhat graduated remained fairly high (SlZ in 72- 73 69Z“in L

N,

% (7675 641:1np026-77, dnd 51% inY978). v Lo :

.

e,

.
. ' . . « 3 . 3

' .;Note that in Birminghdm the attendaice roster is sqmedhat different from "
' ) tlie roster used in thejjattrition analyses at the beginning of ghis , oo
——  chapter. The foster used in the attrition analyses included all mdshers

N who agreed to participate in the program even if they neVer attended one
i ! , Sessiono > N . PN

A ‘e . oy
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New Orleans graduates. ' During the same 1972-=1980 time span, the New °*

[

.

" Orleans PCDé graduated 53 mothers (33% of the mothers initially listed on °

the roster). _This number includes some mothers who entered. the program

in 1976.and 1977 and were not formaldy graduated because the program‘

-

closed temporarily during a period when many papaprofessional educators

4

. . . .
were fired and new educators were hited and trained. These pseudo-gradu-

ates were in the program for at least two years. Including these pseudo-

{graduates, only 14 mothers who entered’ the Rrogram in 1976 or 1977 i
’ t » &

graduated. Of the ‘72 entrants, 16 graduLted" there were no entrants in

~ 1973, or 1974* and 23 mothers graduated from the group of 75 entrants. ,

- The percentage of\families that graduated was fairly cFhstant over. timet

(33% of the ‘72 entrantd, 387 of the

’

‘75 entrants, and 26% of the ‘76-°77-

entrants). N .

Ed
-

A formal cost analysis or cost-benefit analysis was not a
VA .
However, because each pcpd progran received

Conclusions.
part\of the evaluation.

“abouf $300, 000 per year (exclusive of the money allocated for research),

-the above, figures on numher}of graduates make, it cleat that the cost per

graduate is very high.
’ - ~
‘graauates was’ more than_$20, 000 per graduate. The extent to which a less

A -

intensé; ‘and therefore less expensive, ﬁrogram might produce)the same

results is unknown.. 1In this regasd, the low percent attendance figures

 from New_o:leans-are encouraging. . THE significant effects for New
s . * \ é, Vi

s -

N

[N - e

7%

The cost of.psoviding a program for the 301 ' AN

>

*The New Orleans pilot program was very complex. *In addition to the center—-

based pilot group there was ‘also a home visit pilot program, and there was a
) separate control group that was tested annually in addition to the control
group that received tests.on the same *frequent schedule as the center group.

Thenecessity-toevatuate these extra groups in 1973 and 1974.-took so much

time that recruitment efforts had.to be suspen&bd -3 ..
~ S . _ .
. . ~ B Q-l M 4o
. ’ < ’ Y ’ :

e
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Orleans mothers and children occurred even though mean percent attendance

)]

figures indic%ted.that mothers attended only a little more than half .of the

- scheduled sessions, and the New Orleans program was only planned as a’

2-day per week program.

Summary ' p
. : . . s
The additional data on short-term effects of the PCDC programs~ * . .

- ¥

collected from 1976 through 1980 esséntially replitated and strengthened
the findings in<;he Phase I reports. Thus, the data for the entire

" period from 1972 through 2980 indicate that the PCDCs had a significant

“

impact on the cognitive development of target children and on tﬁ? qualicy

*

of mother-child interactions at the time of graduation from the PCDC.

Indeed, significaat impacts were evident a year before graduation. The _\\ti}-

results did~not appear to be’ explainable in terms'of differential attrition ‘Zs
@ program/{rz control groups. Nor were effects limited to target * C
children o# a single sex. Within'the limitswimposed by a relatively ) .0 .
homogeneous population, such_factors as mother’s-educational level,, ‘ u

. * . V-

mother’s age, number of children in the family, and father presence -

-generally did not interact with' the treatment. “Thus, the PGDCs apparenuly
 ° <

beneftt relatively educated ‘and relatively uneducated m6thers, relatively )

young and relatively old mothers, etc. Although-the PCDCs appeared tQ be .
a highly effective program for those mothers*and children vho graduated
X they did not produce very many graduates in niarly a decade of operation. ‘
Thus, the PCDCs were ‘effective but possibly not’ very efficient. ?
. an’ "
-~ \ ) .
& l\‘ '.’ ) . . "1.' -
N . S * —_ > ' /. = ¢ ) - .
- f,’ . ° - v
T K ) " » . : -
f ] 1} . SJ N ‘ . \
¢ . M -~ - A -



Chapter 6

Long—-term Impact
* s -

Chépter.S showed that PCDCs have a significant impact on both mother

and child scores assessed at-the time of graduation from the ptogram.

This chapter assésses the lasting effects of the PCDC experience, years

after the mother and child have left the pfograé.

4

It-may be unreasonable to expect a program to continue to show an
~ v .
impact years after the treatment ends. Any number. of *intervening events

-~

. (e.g., school experienées for mothers and children, work experiences,
N .
community activities, financial or medical hardshi )y could dilute

treamént effects that were very strong at the time of graduation fffm
. )

the progranm. 0g the other hand, it may be difficult to justify large
expenditures of public money if there are no measurable effects two or

three years after the program ends. If the intervening events were so

- .

powerful asfgo”completely obliterate ady treatment effects, it night make .

. > o F g ) .
'm05§:seus§ as public policy to try and control these events than to “

sqppSEt the earlier-treatment.‘ Nevertheless, PCDC goal statements °
clearly indicated that long-temm effects were anticgpated: It was Ro
\] .

that two cri;icél features of the PCDC, starting the program shortlys

after the birth of the target ch?ﬂd and focﬁsing relatively i#tense.

intervention efforts on the mother, would make long-tem impacts more
” . - B ' ,
probable. Bronfenbrenner (1974), ,after reviewing a number
S . '

ingervqntiou4§tudies, noted that effects maf be especially likely to be

~
of early

'suétatned in programs containing these two critical features. Making the  °

-

~
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because if the mothers’ behaviors were really changed, the child’s

[ 4 hl
environment should continue to be enriched even though he or sﬂ; no

longer attended the PCDC." —f

-

. 2 -
In this chapter, several different types of long-term impact are

t

investigated. ’Foilpw—up intelligence test scores and mother-child

’

" interaction scores were assessed in addition to limited data from follow—

.
v

up maternal questionnaires and school records. .Thé amount of folldw—up
data available varied considerably from‘sicé'to sice,
v Intelligence test scores at 48 and 60 months;weré available in all

sites (Stanford-Binet in 8irmingham and New Orleans, and Wechsler Pfe:
. . A

school and Primary Scale of Intelligence in Houston). Although some IQ
N : OF

data were collected at 72 and 84 months; the sampIe sizes were extcemely

- small and hence are not reported here. Inspecfién of the means indicated

- C - -

that trends that were apparent at 60 months centinued-throqgh 72 and

34 months. ’ \

0.
P ¢

Mother-child interaction scores one year after the end of the

program\(child age 48 months) were available in Birmingham and New

. —y
Orleans, dut not in Houston. Brief maternal féllow—up questionnaires at

48— and 60-month were availablé in Birmingham and at 48 month; for

one éohogt (wave 4) in New Orleans. Additional follow-up testing in .

Houston, supported \by grants from the Hogg and Spencer Founditionms, is

— ~

not discussed in this report. A,progreé% report on the Houston activities

ié'includgd in Appendix B. Results of’a pilot effort toyobtain school

recgfds for a small sample of Birmingham and New-Orleans graduates and-

& .

-

their contrdls are also reported in this chapter.’



IQL Effects . - ’ .

Birmingham Stanford-Binet results. pranford-Binet IQ scores for 55

program and 49 control children in the 8irmingham sample who had complete .
IQ data at 36, @Q, and 60 months are plotted in Figure 6.1. The~strong

+program~cont rol differences\at graduationvg36 months) were nearly cut in

E)

half hy 48 months, and e§§entially disappeared by 60 months. Neither the

48-month nor the 60-month prngram-control differences were statistically

“

gnificant. uote that between 36 and 43 months the program group IQ
sc wére essentially cons tant while the cohtrol group(gained A’points.
. 8 Both groups then slid back to a meAn. 1] of about 94. These changes

cannot: be explained by differential attrition:becadse this analysis

a
1

follows exactly thé.same sample dver tine.

»

One factor that might have an important influence on IQ scores after
graduation from the gﬁDC is enrollment in a preschool program. Data .

relevant .to this question were available from the follow-up questionnaire .

o

“ ° givén £o program graduate mothers énd control mothers one year aftef the
C#ad of the progran (i.e., child age 48 months). In this questionpairew ?
mothers were asked whether the target child was enrolled in a preschool

program. A broad definition of preschool was used that included relative-
i \ . -

BN

. . . . I N
ly structured nursery school and Head ?tart programs as well as group day- -
-~ " [y
e care'settings. The programs typicaldly lasted at least 4 hours per day;l

.¢ only one child was enrolled in a program less then 4£hour3'lpng. Unfortu-

. - ~
. -
i 2 ’

° nately, nothing is known about the actual edueational content of‘theée
. . .
 Te . N . . .,
) ¢ programs. . A coer -
: 'c . . .'. . E”';- i I )
i ‘
, A & kY o
v : x v .
- 0""’. R - 4 ‘:"
[ P,
t 4 . *
1] ?
.
- .
+ - -
. *, ’ W y




FIGURE 6.1

. '
Birmingham Longitudinal Sample IQ--36 to 60 Months

IQ

Stanford-Binet

.36
months

Program (N=55) .
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x—;?-x Control (k-49)
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Scores on the 60-month Stanford-Binet for program and control
3 \ .9
children who were or were” not’ enrolled in preschool at 48 months of age

dre presented in Table 6.1. A 2 (program—control) X z;(enrolled-noe
enrolled) analysis of variance* on these scores indichtes a significant

¢
main effeact for preschool enrollment (E[1,79} = 6 08, p< 02), but no PCDC . )
"“ J/ . "
treatment effect (E[l, Z9]~= .b1) and no interaction (F[l 78] = .47) N

3

Thuss it appeared that attendance at preschool yas beneficial whether or ° w

not the child attended.a PCDC, and there was no‘e idence-that PCDC plus. ¢

o

S S —_—
preschool was any more beneficial than preschool alone.

<
-

" Although assignment to the PCDC ‘program and control groups was

. .

random, the decision to send a child'or not send a’'child to preschool was .-
completely Gp to parental discretiop.‘-Iherefore, what appears to be a
- . . PR .

preschod® effect may in fact merely .represent differenceslin‘families that

choose to send their childrfn to preschool versus families  tHat don“t. . In

an attempt to determine ‘whether differences in family background variables .

might account for the "preschooll effect, éﬂ.analysis'of covariance was

-

—

M N

.run-in which RCDC treatment group and preschiool attendance were “the
s h € y

—~ ~ . =

-

independent variables and.theﬂfollowing variables from the entry demographic
. 3 ‘. "

‘e ¥ . . , B
Jjuestiomnaire were entered as covariates: income per person, mother’s
.
.. . o ,

v N N »

] £} ’ N
. \ ' T .

*A least squareséanaIYsis was uged to account for: the disproportional :
cell .sizes. A heirarchical analysis was employed in which the interaction

18 ‘tested*first, and in the absence of a significant interaction, the

mean squares for the-main effects are estimated ignoring the interaction
term. Thus, the main effects are tested with one more degtee of freedom
than the intetaction. . PO . . ) . e
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. Bayley Mental Developnient Index as the °dependent variable. -Beca_use‘this,

-~
2 A SN \‘ - /
L3 . . o - -
=86 25"‘ .
’ ’ »
- i * ‘\ . . . . ' "
education, mother's age, number of children in the family (at _the time of -
. ! ,,‘ e’ . R )
the birth of the target child), - father presence, and sex. The results - i L
' . L4 - N . - £
basically replicated the ANOVA results. The PCDC program—control compari-" - .
. - ~ * . - ‘ !

Al ! £ ',
son was not significant (F[1,76] = -.46), but the preschool effect was ' - / -
highly significant (F[l‘ 76) = 10.89 -p<i01)e ' .

\ Even with the covariance adjustment, the most critical background . . ° .

. e
. v
characteristié' could be overlooked. As a final ch'eck that .the ' preschool" ° Rl

variable represented an actual effect of preschool rather than a select

-~

sample of families, the c&ariance analysis was repeated using the 24=month ‘, : .

» .

» - A

score was obtained long"before any child actually attendéd preschool, a - .

significant "pre‘scho‘ol".effect would indicate that childrén who eventually

. . '
S . Co e - * -y >

were enrolled in preschools Were(initially intellectually superior to

children- who were not‘ later emrolled in px;eschool. ) Indeed,'this is )
4 P °

& .
precisely what the covariancej analysis revealed (F[l 96) =5 89, _p_< 02) b -
As expected the PCDC treatment effect for the Bayley.score was, also
significant’ (F[1, 96]-11 41 p_( 01) Although the preschool experience ) Cy

|
itself undoubtedly had ‘some henefits, it is impossi):le to completely . \‘
\/ »

e

disentangle the direct effects of preschool and the ef'ts related 'to ) ‘ \D

NI

1 N N s, A
- New ' Orleans Stanfor -Binef *result:s. Although the’ New“Orleansgample .

,-
» r
. N

Jother variabIe,s in fam‘es that choose to send their children to preschool. - \ -]

of children with IQ scores at’ 36, 68, and '60. months was quite small'(7 P

program and 11 control°), Figure 6. 2 indicates_ that the general reduction of -
. »’

program-control deferences found “in; Bimingham was replicated. The 14 . {B

~
¥

AN
~
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. N . ¥
point IQ difference at 36 months was reduced to an insignificant 4-point

»
’

difference_by 60 months. However, instead of the drop in program group

scores’ noted in Birmingham, mest of the reduction in the difference was

. .

.caused by an increase in control group scores. This consistent improvement

>

in control group scotes is difficult tq explain. It apparently cannot be

» -

attributed to a formal group preschool experience becayse, bnly four

+

g childréh in the tontrol group were~enrolled in a preschool program at 48

°
°
.

months “of  age. !

-

+  Houston Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelligence results.

Houston testing with the WPPSI was very uneven across time periods, so '

that an analysis of subjects with complete data at 48 and 60 months was

~ . \ ~ e [

not possible. Table 6.2 presents WPPSI scores for all ayailable subjects

. N ]
with 48~ or 60-month scores, but the same ciHildren, generally are net

-
t .
’ . °

represented at'both fime points. - s .

¢
Thé eonclusion §§ the same for Houston as for tHe other sites; by 60

.. 'ﬁ;. ’ s X ] \ * . N ~ N f
months ef %ge there were To. significant IQ differences between program
Y . . ' X . o 3 ." ]

.

and €ontrol ‘groups. . h . ) ae . .
.-

o Q b ". . . . P
Conclusions. The notion that Early childhood programs for the

. - "

rd

economically disadvantaged could provide a pemmanent inoculation against
later gederal cognifive deficits has been generally discredited. The

-o.

current results sugéest that even an intensive program that starts within

\
u .o

a year of the bthh of the_tanget child and focu§Es bn'parénting skills
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New Orleans Longitudinal Sample 1IQ--36 to 60 Months
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* TABLE.6.2 < | -
] v o~
1 - ¢ -
p ' ’ . Houston - ).
. . ’ Y
Wechsler Preschool and Primary sScale of Intelligence
. . " . L 4
) 48 and 60 months ™ !
’ . " ‘\}
Program ConthI R SR . -
« N 22 20 ) -
48 months M 98.64 90.05 2.37%
sp* .. "13.82 8.92,
N S 19 27 .
60 months "M ~98.37 . 94,37 .96
- $D 16.01 12.16 B .
L .. ~ 3 .
Al -

4
’

the two time points. e

- -

—

* .
p<c05"

y . ;

’ e ) l}&.w
» ->
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. -
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NOTE, In general, differentﬂildren are included in the means for
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does not provide such an inoeulation. Hone;er, failure to find significant -

- < N s /|

JQ effects beyond age four does not jmply that ‘the PCDCs had no long-temm «
~

effects on the participating children or their mothers. The early e !

- . . ~

intervention projecfs-studied by: the Consortium fé’\!ongitudinal Studies '
(1978) showed a similar lack of long-term IQ. effects but did demons trate

significant program-control differences in terms of retention in grade . ‘;‘

'S

Rlacqnent into special classes, and mathematics achievement in.the fourth
1 . L

{ ~ ) © .y

grade. ) I ' .
’ ' 3 ]
¢ . . ° . . . . - Y
- '} . .
School Achievement - e
P > 3
—~— ;9. , .t R »
A major effort to .,obtain information from school records was-not N ’

3 : : . ) '
) possible with the available funds. Tn preparation for a full-scale .

follow-up studyﬁvan attéempt yas made to obtain some schoél records

/‘ .'
ordet %o ascertain the difficulty of getting information from the public . .“ ~
by .
<
schools in Birmingham ahd New Orleans and to get an idea of the p tential

- - i

utility of this informdtion. This pilot data collection effort focused .
! » : !
on. one -kohort from New 0rleans (children who entered the program in

4 I -

1972) and Birmingham graduates who entered the program in 1972 or- 1973.

‘r

The current»grade Placement of most of these ehildren is second or third AN

- } N ~ 4

grade. The PCPC research staff at the Houston site‘had‘alréadxomade .

school contacts and collected some school information;with the financial
\ P . - . “a' : \~‘ . s
assistance of the Hogg and Spencer Foundations. A report onﬂthis research L

r

is attached in Appendix B. ° ' — B Dol
\ :

) . LA . .

-

; ".Bimmingham school anaf;ses. Requests fornéarental conseiit to .collect
g : 3 .

. LR s « ¢

school record informatéph’were mailed to 57 mothers of ;rograd children -
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'and 49 mpthers of control children who had Birmingham addresses oh

the roster. The local tester irr Birmingham tried to. personally contact'

\ \
i

,/mothers who did.not mail’ back the form. Of the mothers who could be

located, all agreed to sign the forp, but many mothers had moved and left <
no forwarding address. Limited funds did not allow~for extensive effarts
PN . [ - [y .
to locate the missing mothers. Although permiss1ons were obtained from

only 19 program mothefs and 10 control mothers, there is no reason to

‘r

believe that there was any-systematic bias differentially affecting
program and control mothers., =~ ' o .

>
- .

School district personnel were very coopefative, and $ghool records

-

o . & - ;
were well organized ‘on microfiche in the district office.. Records were
. -~ ~ r % .
. M ¢ .

located for 14 program gad 10 control children. rThe'sma],-l sample size ¢

b Y . . . . LA ‘. ’ o

and district promotion polic%es made meaningful analysis of grade,retentio
4 sy

.

information impossible. Only|one child had ever been xetained.: Sinilarly,

analysis of spegial education Placement was - imprsible. The guidancﬁ
o ~
department indieated that it i exrremely rare for children under 4th or

4
v

5th grade to be placed in special classes, except for physical handicaps.'——
o e . L

Although attendance at the.puhlic i;hool kindergarb@ns was not universal,
about half of the children in both groaps (7 out of 14 in the program

. .
- . - %

group—and,6 out of 10 in the conttol group) attended kindergarten.. of )

\ * .

-

those children who attended kindergarten; all but one were enrolled in

‘.

\v ’ - ‘. .- . v
thegﬁ%tle I (supplementary compensatory education) program. , & .

24

Most of thé children were in seconéjor third grade'when the data was "’
. C . _

collected. - Because achievement tests were administered in April, the

’
N

ast grade with complete data available was first grade. Reading and‘ ' .
Bt ; . ¢

v

mathematics scotes were available-on the California Achjevement Test, g
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Level 11, FOrm C. The mean standard scores in reading. were 302. 57 (SDe4l. 4)

L

in the program group, and 271.1 (SD=30. 9) in the cbntrol group. Although.

the means differed by nearly one standard deviatipn, the difference was

. . . ¢
not statistically significant with the conservative two-tailed test

(EIZZ]?i.QS). The mean standard sco¥es cor esponded to the 44th ; :
—. ‘ .. . )
percentile on national norms-for the\pro am group and the 21st percenti}e

for the control group: The mean standard scores in mathematics were
- - 4y -
‘321.6 (SD=22.9) in the pr‘gram group-and 295.5 (SD=25 8) in the control

-

group.. This difference was statistically signlficant (e[22]=2.49, p&.03)

. P ) n . .
the-control group. : © e

o ., ~

N
o The magnitude ‘of the achievement difference is particularly

- [

Eonsidering the small differences observed on the 60jmonth St

1 .
for fhe same group of cnildren: The mean 60-month* IQ for
N ? .

N

-

~xdn the ptogram group was 95,21 (SD=11.i3), And, the mean
\ ' - A

{ . .
less than a third of a standlrd deviation, and the ac i8vement means

& 4an o .

[ "o

differed by a full standard deviation. The current' esults are”consistent
> A 7

s -

.with findings of - the Consortium for.Longitudinal Studies (1978)"achievement

’ . . Ld

differences apparengly persist'even though IQ scores of program and

. ew o )

" control groups converge.

> * ::/‘ d ~ 4 a - - - -
¢ - N . L4

\ . s y A

] A *

- ° r

. *IQ. scores at 60 months were missing for two children scores at 72 months -
~ for thege‘two éhildren werg available and.were substituted for the
60~month scores in the analysis., . l‘\'

‘

R

.
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- New Orlean$ school analyses. Thé school data in New Orlgs were

- “ obtaingd for the only cohort there (besides the pilot cohort) for whtﬁh ) .
~ , -p . ) R
o« 0 school data was availeble.* The potentlal sample con51sted of 14 program

- graduates and the 19 caontrols who haé participated in thé 36-moath’ child
- d - . . ) R
test battery,. Efforts to‘locate the children were very successful;
recorde from ‘at least one schooligrade were obtained for. 12 program and ”

. I 5 -

\ 16 control chlldre.n. As 'in Bimingham, ,_the-sample was too small, and the

children too young'for,meadingful ‘analysis of grade retentions or placement

)

into'special classes. .

. School®achievement test data were available for kinderg'a‘rten; first, ..
and second grades. The appropria'te: level of the @Lomprehe&sive Test of

Basic Skills,\Form S, was used in each grade. All tests were adminidtered o

by the regular classroom-@eachers near the end of the school year. )

»

Reading (prereading skills for kindergarten) ‘dnd math standa.rd.sco‘res_for

L/ . 2
the three g}:ades./é're prefented in Tables 6. 3. and 6 4. ) . = .

~ K
The substant:ial program-control differences\{ the beginning. of kindergarten

¢

: /7 ,\’ . were stiatistically significant fo'r botﬁ prereading (r_[18]-=2 62, p<.02)
' . and mathematics (t[l8]=3 50, p<0.1). The nat:l,,onal perce’ntiles for the
kinderg;;ten scores in the programuglroup&we:e 49 dnd 81 for refzd'ing ‘a'nq, \it'i‘ -
R nath res‘ﬁeetively. .Control group scores in both reading ami fath cc;fres-
ponded tolt:;he Iltn percentile. Cont nol group“_méans_‘;r,e ec'.\ally slightly C :9 |

8 e -

.

. . - . - e O |

. *"  *This cohort -éntered the program in 1972. There was then,a gap in Xhe
) .o recruitment efforts, and the next cohort*did not enter the program ‘until ]
‘ ' - 1975+ -€hildren from this 1975 cohort are currently in kindergartem or - -
o . first grade.'s .

"'". 4 L 1 ” ) ’ RS a T




TABLE 6.3 ‘

) " New- Orleans CTBS ‘Reading Scores

. v . ,fo{r Kindergarten, lst, and 2nd Grades
. (
' . ) ' ' ¢ < N
- Program Control ¢
A\ d H ., - .
. .o . N 9 ' ' 11 L =
Kindergarten, M  -1972.0 » 152. 45"
SO 43.28 28.37 ’
. -7 . ' - g
V2 - L
. N 10 : C12 S . N
.o o b .( , . . , i
First Grade * M 267.50 1275.00 N '
N . . ! N ., /{ e/ \
. . ) SD 29.33°, . 43,25, o - -
IS M . ’ 3

’

N 8 ) 10

"

Second Grade - M 293. 50 . ¢ =~ 327.20

. -

+ sp 45.98 - © 52,18 " .
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TABLE 6.4 ¥

AN
7' . New Orleans CTBS Math Scores

A for Kirﬁergarten, lst and 2nd Grades

> ’ " . ’ . ‘

ot
) N Program . . "Control
y p

' . - N 9 _ ' 11
Kindergarten M 240.33 178.64
T~ SD 31.26 " 43,39

2 . s o
*

. N 10 ’ 12
\ L N ' .
First Grade M 268.00 ~ ' 271.67
.. SsD |, 27.35 M ) 32,21

’ ) . * - RN

? N .8 . 10.
! “Second Grade M, 300.25 310.00
SD.,  40.17 ' 26.28

L d




. . 4

o higher than program group means in both first and second grades, however

there were no statistically significant differences. ' Althpugh there 1s«-

-

considerable overlap in the samples at different grade levels, not all . -

.

children included in the kindergatten sgmple wére also tested in the

first grade, and vice-versa. Seven children if™®% program group add an o C
. equal number of chlldren in the control group had complete data for both -
klndergarten .and tlrst grade. Standard scores and national percentil?®
“ranks for this }ongitudinal qample are plotted in Figures 6.3 and 6.4.
The scores for this %omplete data %ongitudinal sample reveal the same

pattern of results as the previdus Tables;-large differences in/kinder—

! garten are considerably reduced by the end of first grade.

o

For children in the control group, the initially low scores followed - o
- 5’ )

by a dramatic increase might reflect a more difficult school adjustment (

~
~

for children with 1imited preschool preparation: Another factor possibly

contributing to the dramatfic increase in the-control group is the existence

B .

of special compensatory education programs in the public schools.

Because scores in the control group were initially lower, more control ‘

group children than program group children wege eligible for these : .

-

- 4
special prggrams. Of the seven program group children in the longigudinal
2
\ analysis cited above, none was in a compensatory program, but 4 out of . .

the 7 children’in the. control group participated in a Title I compensatory

. - ~
education program.

-

Conclusions. The PCDC program had a clear impact ogjlichool achievement.

In Birmingham this effect was evident in grade 1, but in New Orleans if

~ -
. - - - >
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was limited to kindergarten. Sample sizes.for these analyses were
', extremely small. In Birmingham many potential subjects were not located,
, N .
and in New Orleans most subjects were located but the potential pool was

-

‘very small., Further follow-up is clearly needed to determine whebher the

apparent firét-gradé effect in Birminghaq is‘replicafed as more sub jects

T are ‘located and whether this effect extends’ into, second grade. In New.

’

- L Ogleans, another cohort of children will complete first grade next year,

- ' ’
.

and it will thén be possible to determine whether the effect there'is
3 .

.
»

indeed limited to kindergarten.

Follow-up Interviews ) . v

.

Brief que%tionnaires,were administered to mothers in Birmingham and
New Orleans, when they brought their .children in for follow-up testing.

The questfonhaires were designed primarily to desgribe the mother’s

° enployment history and indic&te any preschool experiences of the target
-AL“‘W\' ) ..
s ~ < Cchildren. Results of the 48-month and 60-month questionnaires administered
d in Birmingham are presented i this section. New Orleans questionnaire
» n ”

N
'

data presented here are limited to a one~year follqb—up (child-age

48 ponths)fon thé ‘cohqrt that entered the program in 1975.

.-

- Birmingham follow-qﬁiqﬁ&stioﬂﬁéire. Questidhnaire responses for the
one-year pdst program (child—age 48 months) and two-year post'program

3 4

" (child-age 60 months) time points are summarigeﬂ ip Tables 6.5 and 6.6.

-

, ’ Responses of progra% and control mothers- were similar‘and.did not, signifi-

¥ cantly differ in any category. In both groups.at both time points about

S




)

Head of
Household

Mother
Emplsyed

Weeks/year
Mother
Employed

Hours/week

Mother
employed

Al

Enrollied t

in
Preschool

-~

Hoursfday

‘in Preschool

4

. =100~

TABLE 6.5

Birmingham 48-Month Follow-Up Questionnaire .

|

* Frequency - ‘
. (N=59)

‘Program

Mother
Father
Other added
No responsge

Yes
No
No response

24 or wer
25 dr more
No response

29 or fewer
30-39

40 or more
No response

S

Yoy -
No
No “response

4 .

P

3 or fewer

4 - 8

9 or more .
No response

Control

Frequency %

(N=57)

*
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TABLE 6.6

Birmingham 60—Monéh Follov_v—Up. Qpest';%onnaire 7
! ’! r ’ ) - \“
) . Program - Control
) Frequency = .7% Frequency %
. (N=61)- . (N=51)
Rea Mother * ' 29 . 47.5, 29 56.9
B .House , Father 21 34.4 17 * 33,3
- ) Other adult 11 18.0 5 9.8 .
No response ®,, - 0:0 , 0 ) 0.0
A} ‘ * \/
Mother . ' Yes 32 52.5, 26 51.0°
Employed , No' | 29 4775 25 49.0
. No response 0 0.0 0 ° 0.0
‘ L3
- . \ ¥
Weeks/year 24 or fewer 11 . 18.03 11 " 2146
Mother 25 or more 21 .y 34.4 15 29.4
employed No resporise 24 47.5 - 25 . 49.0
\ v
( <
Hours/week 29 Gr fewer L7 11.5 3 5.9 °
Mother 30839 8 13.1 9 17.6
e “emp loyed - 40 or more . 15 24,6 12 23.5
’ No response 31 - 5078 127 52.9
4\\/‘\' v
Enrolled Yes 50 82.0 ° 44 86.3
in preschool No - 1T 18.0 7 13.7
. _ " No response 0 0.0~ * 0 0.0
- “. ' . N '
'&i q . .
< : :
i " Hours/day 3 or fewer 0 " 0.0 1 2.0
,-A 4-8 36 59.0 37 72.6
preschool 9 or more 13 21.3 6 11.8
_No response 12 19.7 7 13.7 .
[
i 1 1 1. ' w
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half of the mothers were employed. However, of “those mothers .who were .

working, the peroentagé who were working 25 or more. weeks per year ranged

»

- - from about 347 ‘to 65%. .The ma jority of the working mothers worked at”

leadt 30 hours ,per week during the weeks when they were employed. v . y
N

’

Q . At 48 months .of agée, about two-thirds of the program children and ) .

half of the control chlldren werelsnrolled in some kind of group preschool . .

) g A

program (including daycare). . Only one child was enrolled in a program

. . ! P
/ that lasted fewer than four hours per days By their fifth birthdays, 1

over 80% of the children in béth groups attended preschools,. Note that : -\:

oreschool was not mere1y a babysitting service for working mothers; many

-

¢ -

. nonworking mothers also sent their children to preschool,

. )
- New Orleans follow-up questionnaire. Results frgm/the_New Orleans
B L L .
follow-up questionnaire are presented in Table 6.7. 1In both groups, more

a

than half of the mothers were either currently working or had been

-~ '
< employed in the preceding six months. The majority of children ia both
e groups were cared for .by someone other than their mothers for at least

part of the Hay. ’

]

Conclusions. Alrhough striking program-control differences were not
\

noted, the questionnaire results do have implications for'th PCDC ~

v
»

program§. Many mothen§ of young children are°€nplofed outside the. home
and social programs designed to he}% these mothers must.take account of,&
this -desire and/or need to work. Also, many Ehildren will have group « ’
preschool experiences\;fter leaving the PCDC but before enrolling in -
regular school programs. Ideally, PCDC type programs would be dovetailed .

4
into more traditional group Head Start programs which would 1n turn be

o,

- >
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14

“4

What ‘type
of work?

If workiné or
in school,
who keeps
children?

* What other

educational
programs is
child in?

Are you in
school? °

TABL

¥

K

E 6.7

»

New Orleans 48-Month Follow-Up Questionnaire

-

- — ! ¢

- i Program
v Frequency (N=16)%
Working Now ) 7 43.8 ) 3
Not working now, 3 '18.8 ° <3
- but did work in ~
* last 6 months . . .

Did not work in ¥ o6 ~37.5 5

‘last 6 months . <:T\l\

‘S’ N v N a \)\A
Unskilled 7 43.8 3
Skilled | ] 1 6.3 1
Childcare / 1. 6.3 0
Not working or - 7 43.8 7

no response .

~ ° .on
Neighbor or friend 1 6.3 0 -
Live-in relative 3 18.8 1
Relative outside 1. 6.3 0

“home . .
Daycare or preschool 5 L3 2 .
Not workimrg or 6 37.5 8

no response =

- s L)
Head Start > 6 - 37.5 6
Other ~ \" 0 0.0 - 0
None or 10 /62,5 5
no response K .
N
. , -
Yes 2 12.5 1
No 6 37.5 2
. 'Na response 8 50.0 8

antrol

/

‘ Frequency (N=11) %
27.3

27.3

45.5
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linked to the regular schooi@program to foster true developmental conti-
. R ' .

nuity from birth througgvthe public school years. ) :
. "' . ‘ '
It should be noted thet these questionnaires focused on only a few '

& I Ve s
possible impacts of the PCDCs on lafer family functioning.’ They’did‘not
assess family interaction pattérns or child-redring\prectices that might

M. 2
have been influenced by the PCDC. Such analyses must‘await.the'administraT

~

;tion of a truly comprehensive interview during oﬁg proposed follow-up

e L L ‘ e

Mother;cm.id Interaction Effects at 48 Months A B

Birmingham results. Results of_the Birmingham moﬂher:child inter- .

o

action observations at*48 months are presented in.TabLe 6. 8; The program-

control group- dlfferences seen at 36 months in the teaching situatieon ) "

. . 3

continue tq be.signiflcant at 48 months’ (Effective Teacher, score).

However, the positiye maternal behavf’} score, derived from the waiting

[y

—— — . -

room obsenvation, shows only marginal program effects.

— - - - »

. There are two hypotheses which might ‘explain these results. First,

it is possible that«one §ear beyond the end of the program, non-specific
] h - - ' .~
effects on théfmother, as measured in the waiting‘room, are becoming
. . ) F ’
weaker.~fThe mother 8 teaching behavior, on the other hand, was a direct

— - —— - e

_focusioEithe-cqrriculum, this behavior may show longer-lasting effects.

"as old ag 48 months. Childre

A second, equally viable hypothesis is that the 6-minute mother-child

— - [}

waiting,toom'observation is_not : valid observation setting with children

N ) :
is age often play happily and appropri-

'ately aldne with a toy for several minutes, while the mother observes or

. ¢ »




. ' [
4reaaé nearby. Although the teaching situation forces the mother.aﬁd

child to inheract, the +6-minute waiting room may simply be too short

T an pbsercation for critical maternal behaviors to be displayed either
- . M -
positively or negatively. & -

New Orleans results. Results of the New Orleans mother-child

. - . \ ) \6
interaction observation at 48 months are also presented in Table %,8.

& = .
The program-control group differences seen in the 36-month waiting room
. ) . e

- -

have become consfgerab{y weaker at 4é months. All of the mean differences
are in the appropriate direction, but only differences in negative

language "are significant. As in thé Birmingham results, it is possible

that a,short‘(lO-minute) waiting room observation is simﬁly not an

<

appropriate instrument for observing mothers interact g with their

’A-year old children. , The large'sténdard deviations in Iunguage ‘frequency

scores in T{ble 6.8 partially reflect the fact that many mothers interacted

L,
of the New Orleans 48~-month sample is small; with the large standard

s

deviations a more si;eablé:samplg would be meeded for the results to show

minimally with their _children during.the observation. In addf%iif, the N )

s et

signi%icant group diﬁferences..

There is some question about how long to expect program mothers’ géasgﬁﬁ

2

their childfen to be affected By the PCDC programs. At
p) - » «
a concrete level,"™t would be unlikely that behaviors learned by mothers

behaviors' toward

- . S e
as appropriate for one-year-olds would ‘farxy over to school age clildren:
propriate fo -oldg S

However, to the extent that the\PE_DC programs emphagized more general

}oncepts of childitéaring--sdbh as use of ‘language, suppoftiveness, .
F4 A\ . T '
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S0 , TABLE' 6. 8
e . J
d ;Ma‘terna]i Behaviors on Mother-Child Interaétion Observations -
k] - . ‘ '
. . o _'" 48-months ~
.IRR[NGHA.M‘ . ¢ . . Program Control Tt - \%
; \ !
Positive Maternal Behavior N~ 72 69
(waiting room) - - . R
. .. ’ < M v 54,32 . 451 1.70+ N
, SD- 30.49  29.44
Effective Teacher s - N 69 68 . . .
. (structured teaching) ¢
. ' : M. 12,67 10.87 - 3.62%%
. - SO, 2,98 2.87 ¢
NEW ORLEANS - ' - .o . .
! < : -
~ " Net Positive Maternal Language N > 17 " 23

(waiting room)

' D B ; <l * ¢
) ‘ PorM - g 12,65 4.00 T

', N SO 38.34 38. 80
) . )
Positie Maternal Language N 17 © 23
(waiting room) .
\ M 70.35 66.35 <1
. osD Y 17,53 1774
Negative Maternal Language «~. N ° 17 23 .
(waiting room) ) . -
M 6.88 17.22 ~3.07%*
\ .
SD 27-87. 12.10 L
) Py
. -Sensitivity N i7. 23 B
(waiting room) N : ) . . | 2
? M 6.06 4,96 1.68+ .
- A . SD 1.85 . [2.18 C ' SO
- ) ‘

. Acceptance
(waiting room) - N _17 23
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o . TABLE 6.9 ' . - : ;
’ Regressions of Bnckground Variables on Selected Matemal Variables fronrﬂother—Child Interaction Observations .
> ' 48-months X C R
. L : ¥ _ - i
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES b . BIRMINGHAM NEW ORLEANS
-, . * . . S
. . Positive Effective ° . Positive . Negative ¢
’ Mat. Int. Tedcher , Language . Language
. (df=117) . (df=115) T (df=25) (d£=25)
: ’ , Weight ~ ¢ °* VWeight £ . Weight .t Wetght ' ¢
’ (1) Child's sex' 5.3 .99 Sh 33 ' _.06  -.01, 2.57 .72
(2) Mother education 2.25 110" .- /.03 )18 -1,74  -.84 -1.16 gel.11
(3) Mother age ‘143 1.09 13 1.63 -1.32 -2.39% 46 1.65
(4) No. of children -6.69 . =2,03* =738 -1.53 ° 2,46 2 -4.70 < '-2,73%
(5) Father presencez 6.80 *  1.12 740 .89 - 16.50 1.90 -3.20 -.73°
. (6 Mo:he}iusz - - . Co-04 =09 . -,23  -.98
(D Treatméhe’ 14041 2.65% 1.79  4.38%* 15,47 2,16%°  + =17.22 -4,80%*
. u.\ » ’ 4 i
. . .
- - . ~ {
MULTIPLE R .37 o s . .51 .73
. ] . - L
R , .|
| . | . :
INTERACTIONS * . - * . @
o .. / N !
1.x 7 -~ -3.06 -.28 - ;;.48 - =459 -3.28 -.26 -10.51 ~1.72
s . . ‘ . * .
X 7 . - 1,37 .40 ~05 =,17% 3.37 .90 -.54 -.28
] . . L Tedn
T 3% 7 - .78 .61 -.0L  -.12 353 2.46% . =40 =50
" Coeex S -, 1.27 .27 06 .18 6.22 .88 65 - .18
- 5X%7 12.70 - 1,10 To49 .58 . .36 102 -5.04 -.55
i 6X7 - - - U -3 -2® e _ g7
. ., . . -~
P . « a2 4
¢ Xpg0s o IS . ~
**p 1 . ' s o ° - ,"
1 Made=] I-‘emle-Z ' , . ) . -
- 2 Presnet=l Abgent=2 « ¢ ~* L . )
: , 3 Sum of 3 scale scores from Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scales: T
Vocabulary, Similarities, Comprehension; )
4 Multiple R after adding all independent variables, but excludin" ' -7
inCeraccions. , £ -,
. . £l 4 - ,‘ B
' . . e "
- ,‘ ' j
I “ g - « N . ~ 0‘
- N . ; “
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. « positive reinforcement, etc., theSe behav1ors vere expected to carry over . ‘
' as the childrenagot older. 3 Co Y
2 - . - -
° Regressions_of buckground variables on selected 48-month maternal N
s R R , .,
variables are presented in Table-6.9. In both sites sigﬁificant‘%reatment . )

s -~
2 k4

‘ef fects emerge when the baquround nariables are stattstically controlled.

) ST o TN '“ e - .
. I .. ‘ .é “ 2 :’:’-‘0‘: .. 8"‘; ’ B , '
., Summary d . ' c, : S '

- . Although there was no evidence of long-term effedts of the PCD@B

’
o

. a..‘

N~
on general,cognitlve ability, there was some»ev1dence Suggeﬁting an, . ; 1

, ~r -

impact on school achievement. However, samples for these school analyses

. .. ot .

: . were very smallfand further follow-u%'Study is ne!dedéas mone PC1T *

graduates progress through tRe schOol system. There,was some evidence . ‘

N . -
' that effects on maternal behaviors, as assesséd by the mother-chi d’

~ k3 ’ L] -

interaction tasks, persist at least one year after graduatlon from he

) — s -
' . ] “ ~

(programs. This was particularlx true for the measure of- ‘maternal’ teachin
- behaviors used in Bi‘mingham. Unfortunately, longer-term measureilogs' .
) . :

. . program 1mpact on mothers were not avaifablei’ Further follow—up is
, - o

essential to,’'adequately evaluate the loﬁgeterm impact of PCDCs on mothers *~

v a

A%

o
i
-

and their children. o . ) oL

' Q - ) AP = . .
. EMC . ~- R R o B .
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* ‘Chapter 7

; Replication Sites: Short-Term and Long-Term Effects )

¢

The original plan of the PCDC'project included an elabor:te design
)

for the replication study, which was the: second phase of the project.
%
Each one of the original models, developed in Birmingham Houston, and New,

Orleans, was to be.replicated three times in different sites with different

populatidns. Furthermore, an external evaluator was to design and implement

. .
. - .

an evaluation of all replication sites as well as continue following new
d SN—.
cohofts and previous graduates of the original sites.

N

; In 1975, the £ rst_replication of the Birmingham model was established

in Indianapolis. It was followed shortly by San Antonio, the Houston

4

- 1
replication, and the Merrill-Palmer or Detroit PCDC, based on the New
- )Y
Orieans model., The first wave of replications was funded by the Eli

} . Lilly Foundation; they agAeed to fund-the three replication sites for .

‘three years in conjunccion with federal funds-£Qr the original sites.

Schedule pfoblems in the grand plan developed almost immediately.

e

Bank Street éollege of Education was fdnded in 1975, also by Lilly, as a

" \( . »

Replication Management Jgganization (RMO) However, theroriginal plan

called for the QOffide of Child Development (OCD) to fund the external, .

¢

- . s . .
Educational Testing Service was awarded the contract as the external °

y

evaluation at the same time. Almost thﬁee years passed before the

evaluation agency. ~-During this period a number of carefully laid plans

v <

hegén to unravel.

o .

In'the absence of an externalJevaluation, the federal project

1]
of ficer, Mary Robinson, was forced to continue funding the original
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evaluation staffs on<n interim, much reduced level. This stop-gap

measure did not allow for coordinated data collection in the replication

. -

. sites. Miss Robinson requested each of the originmal sites to "find any

\

'qeans possible" to collect entry data in their replication sites.

\

2

Needless to say, the distances involved\ the lack of a local replication

site evaluation staff, the limited Hudget, and the uncertainty of the
. t
" duration for this situation seriously'reduced the effectivenass of the

replication site evaldations. .

e

Had these been the only problems the outcomes would have been far
: ; X

greater. The fact was that two of'the replication sites, Indianapolis" ;v

and San Antonio, experienced early difﬁiculties in stabilizingifhe -
'programbtreatment. Despite this, early entry data were collected in both '
sites. However, by design both sites started.up with less than%the l'

. e . >

compléte treatments. Therefore, early data are of- limited usefulness

in the outcome evaluation.- .
: .

L

- ’ 4 ¢ L,

By the time these implementation problems were resolved, a new and
. B ’

more difficult’ set of problems developed. The Lilly Foyndation funding

was expiring,in 1978. Funds.were scarce all over. The Indianapolis PCDC
was forced to rely on Title XX’funds/with matching monies from Lilly.

Although this;kept'the'center open, it created major difficulties for the
- v
evaluation. Recruitment of a.control group, randomly assigned, from Tit]le

~

M L -
XX eligible mothers was not possible, as the PCDC was;jorced to serve

all who came. Thus, the Indianap%lis PCDC is still in operation, but

there are no dafa on its effectiveness. Even though there is no gvidence

‘“ﬂ?f’Ehild or mother impact; there are informal observations from Bank

. . . 1

-5

- -



.
. —
- ot

. ‘ Y ' .=111- , - ¢
. 2\ - -

Street. staff attesting to the faithfulness of the replication to the )

-

original Birmingham model. ¢

N . ]
. The San Antonio PCDC experienced similar problems. When Lilly

suppqrt ended,-the?’received some Trtle XX funds~Qhat wetre matched by the

- &

Hogg foundation. Unfortunately,’H“Wever, it was very difficulg to get

I

S the necessa;y state funding and after'a couple of years of barely keeping

the program intact,,the San Antonio-PCDC was forced to close. - Sode entry

data was gathered by the Houston research staff, but-little~data was

a= . ’

p collected on graduates. . ~

The Detroit PCDC was ‘more fortunateg their funding was picked up by

. the Charles S. Mott Foundation, which generously suppqrted the program ' »

R until 1980. -It is largely due to the Mott Foundation's support thdt any

data from the replication sites can.be reported. The1betroit PCDC at the

\ 8 - * - ~

Merrill-Palmer Institute was a true replication of the New Orleans model,
. . . ' .
closely duplicating the various program~comfpoients, and, in some instances,

with highet qualig§ than 'its parent site. Unfortunately, when the

.t .

Merrill-Palmer Instdtute closed its doors in 1980, the PCDC was also

H

1

forced to close. . ' .. 4

-

. * " iThe remaining sections of this chapter §resent the data frou the

Y

first two cohorts of the Detroit PéDC. Cohort !l entered in 1976 and

graduated in 1979; Cohort 2 spanned the three-year period from 1977 to
a980. Several categories of analysis are presented.’ First, the data are
N examined for the possibility of differential attrition. Second, short-

¢

term program effects on.the child and the mother at graduation are

presentgd using parallel analyses to those reported in the earlier °

chapter on short-term effects in the original sites, Finally, long-term.

¢ ‘
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{‘ ’ effectd &re 'reported for Cohgrt 1. Children in this cohort were 48 .
. months old when.the project was terminated. -
- o~ . - - - -

’ -, ) ) ‘ -
Detroit Demographic Charagteristics and Attrition Analysis -

¢ Résults of the analysis for .differential attrition are presented in . -

A .

Table 7.1. %elecéed demographic chéracterlsticé were compared for

program and control famiiies who geﬁainéd in the sample until the completion
. of the 36~month test battery.'rihe final sample was defined by having a ~-
L . : . _ o y
’ score on the Stanford-Binet at graduation.® The differences between groups
L3 3 . - ° '.

in the final sahple were tested with t-tests for continuous variables and

s’ - =
-~

- - y N - ’ LAV N
chi-squares for.the dichotomous ones. For comparison, entry scores

h 3

) _on these same variables for program and,control families that dropped.out

ot

are also included in Table 7.1. . -

* o

There is no evidence of differential attrition that would bias the

A

results on entry /demographic variables including income, mother’s education,

- . -

v mothgr’s age, number of other children in the family,‘aﬁd father presence. -

i
-~ F

. Hdhever, the seq’Balance in the final sample was significantly unequal.
i o

[y

The program group was predominantly female while 69% of the control group °*
. . : . . L. B B¢
was male. It is not possible to estimate the full impact of this discrep-

ancy on the evaluation results, but the fact that there were no sex

Py -
.

difﬁe;ences‘on’any of the outcome measures suggests that any bias may be -~

\« < z

q}nimal. . - "o

]

The Detroit sample cangbe described as IOWTincoﬁe; urban -black
* . . .

g

women, many of whom did not finish high school. They were approximately .

- . — N M [y
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TABLE 7.1 I ' ~
’ Detroit

PCDC: Attrition Analysis - Stanf.ord—Binet Scores

36-mont1;s
~
. ‘ Drop Final Sample
Entry Demographic ‘Program Congrol Program Control £
Variables
] . R N hd
Income' N 30 27 20 12
s ~ - ’ R
N " M T1494.43  1803.96 1809.40 1739.83 .20
SD 949.98  1204.45 851.80  1113.23
Mother's No32 . 29 20 13 .
Educatibn .. .o ) .
o M 11,19 | 11.31 11.25  11.54  -,59
A s?j 1.06 1.17 1.62 0.88
*
Numbe¥ of N 32 * 29 20 "13 '
Children in T . .
' Family! }7 MY L7241 1.3 2.31  -1.44
& BN . SD  1.40 2,49 . 1.35 2,46
, & ) .
Mother's N 32 .29 © 20 13
TN Age . T—t
AN M 22,63 22,86 22.55 24,92 -1.26 -
F SN .
"¢ . SD 4,38 4,83 . 5,51 4,96 -
Al 7 ‘ ﬁ\ -
- . T ‘ o Chi-Square
' Father present N (Z) 9 (67 10 (26) 3  (15) "3 (23) .3
Father absent N 23 29 17 .10 )
Male N (%26  (49) 2 T, 7 . (33) 11 (697 4.56%
¢ BE \ L] : N
Female , * N° 27 #7 ° 14 T\ s _
- TOTAL: - .53 © s - 21 16
#p<. 05 RS ]
‘ ltjuuizgr. excludes target child.

i .- 120
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4 .

S ‘v R ‘. ’ 3 . i ) o
) 23 years old and had one to three other children besides Eﬂé PCDC target
child. Fathers were present in only about 18% of the homes.

5 Short-Term Effects

Child effects. The, Stanford-Binet (1960 norms) and the Concept

~

Familiarity Index (CFI).were administered to children at graduation, as in

s

the thre%_original sites. Table.7.2 contains the results of the analyées

e

-

separately for Cohogts 1 and 2 qnd for the combined sample. Even-though
the Ns are small, owing to the relatively briefer period of program -
.operation, there is a significant difference between the groups for the ot
., =combined sample on heth measure; (p<.05).* Cohoftg 1 and 2 have been

t . .
presented separately because there seems to be a genuine difference

between the two in the overall effectiveness of the program.
Speculation as to why the second cohort results were not as strong

as Cohort 1 is somewhat limited by ape fact that the Cohort 2 children

were '?ot ‘old enough for the 48-month tests. However, the second cohort
t - R R >

.

coincided with considerable turmoil and:confusion at the Merrill-Palmer
Zﬁk Instituthduqing its final days; Although.the first cohort receivea
strong support from theJ;Pstitute, the second did not.
- Examinatioq’of the Cohort 2 control group ;c05es suggests another y

explanation. The lagk of significaq; differences between.the grouﬁékis

more a matter of the high scoring congﬁsls than the fact that the program

© *Ag a reblicatio ite, the direction of effects could be more
e confidently predicted. Therefore, one-tailed hypothesis tests were '
’*""U’S'éd ) - ’

’ N ) 12(1 ~
"_ . * = .
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) ) TABLE 7.2 ’ - ‘
Stanford-Binet IQ; (_1960 norms) and Concept Familiarity Index Scores
P ’ o 36-months

’

2

Cohort
1 - ' 2 Combined .
v g . ‘
Program Control t Program Control t Program Control t
N 9 .9 12 7 21 16
SB 36 M 114.,0 101.56 1.86% 110.92 106.71 <1 ° 112.24\ ' 103.81 1.80%*
SD 13.53 14,82 12.34 17.73 12.63 15.81
: N7 - 8 10 7 17 15
CFI 36 M  36.0  28.13 2.60%% 35.5 3.0 <1 3571 30.87 2.15%
SD 6.8 ‘. 4.8 7 5.56 7.77 5.92 6.83
el T } °
14
N
N Note. One-tailed probability values are used because the direction of
effect was predicted a priori . ) Do
.t 7 HpL05 : "o
. "l " T k% p<.01 . . °
! b k v
. * g
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children did not score enough. All of the Stanford-Binet tests were
administeggd by the same tester, a highly trained black p;ofess;onal from . .
lehe ‘Bank Street Collége Follow-Through staff. She had no knowiedge of

'group membership. One source of bias, ho%ever, could be in the selection

v

of cahort 2 comtrols-for testing. During the last two years that the

program children were attending the PCDC, there was no contract with the

. - [

" ¢ontrol group. Ir7is~possible that tﬂose ﬁhoowere located %fter two

A

years and were willing td‘come°%n for a testing appointment were less

-

-~ >
anxious about how their children would perform than mothers who chose not

to participate. i

N —_
. »

Noﬁetheless there is a strong 9-Eoint difference on the Stanford-Binet

~

.bétween the program énd control groups at 36 montﬂs. This difference is

reinforced by the CFf findings. Regression analyses of the backg;ound

variables on the Stanford—hinet parallel to those reported earlier were

. -

performed. Because of the,small sample size, only three background
v . 1

variables were used. The resulting regressioq weights and t statistics
0 ' P ~' \
are shown in Table 7.3. . . -/

-
‘v

. There is a general lack of relationship .of these variables to the IQ

-

.scores. A major factor in this lack of relationship.is undoubtedly the c et
" relative homogeneity of the sample, which tends to. attenuate relationshipss
.} Only one variable by treatment interaction'(father presence X itreatment) ,, >

3 -

approached significance (p<.10, two-taileh). This'findipg was 1in the

- difectioy of suggesting that the treatment was more effective‘(higﬁer 1Q ¥,

~

"

scores) for program children whose fathers. were absent, - -

. <. .
. . . . ‘;;D
=3 .
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: . TABLE 7.3
2
' Detroit
PCDC: Regressid/n of Background Variables - Stan.fordk-Binet 1Q
36-months
S - Independent Stanford-Binet
RN -Variables )
. . ) Weight t .
(1)  -Child's sex ° 1.33 .21 .
. . . /
(2) Mother's education 2095 1.36
*(3) ) Father presence ~-2.83 ~.36
> - -
- (4" Treatment - 8.57 1,38 1
. ]
Multiple R . .38 , .
Interactions ' N~
’ 1X4 e -11.71 -.85 - -
o " -I N P72V N 4 ¢
2X4 A IR ) -1.58
4
3X4 . -31.17  -2.02+
* v . .
. ) 7 3 .
] -~ \
< Note. The df for the t statistics is 25, '
’ , ) + p<.1, two-tailed’ ) ' " *
] N [N
[ ]
&
f
<
- i
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Mother effects. Mother>child interaction observations were collected

on theé sample of program and conmtrol mothers at graduation. The New -
N\ . - .
Orleans research staf{ assumed responsibility for the standardizations of
~‘ ) ‘ . 4 ,
the interaction setting' and coding of the videotapes to ensure comparability

with the data presented on the New Orleans MCI.

. Table 7.4 presents the reéults, égain for Cohorts 1 and 2 gepafately

-

ahd combined. For.Cohort 1, a number of indiwidual varibles approached

significance, small N notwithstanding, and might have produced a significant
difference had the sgmplé size permitted the use of multivariate statistics.

All of the variables were in the predicted direction.

N -

Cohort 2 results were not nearly as impressive with only positive

langiiage having a t greater than one. For the combihgd cohort results

only, use of positive language approached significance.

Conclusion. It is interesting to note that the Detroit result§:

compared with New Orleans, are relatively stronger at graduation for
'y "N
the children than for the mothers, We are somewhat at a loss to efplain

this. However, Bank Street staff repo}t that the'Dgtroit PCDC devéioped

-

a much betteg learning environment for ‘the children ‘than did ﬁew Orleang.
The children’s program in “Detroit usually had"a smaller staff-child ratio

and the actual physical buildiné, if not, the étaff, was better equipped’ -

¥

* ¥ 3
to provide the children with a stimilating program.

4

Long-Term Effects:

>
%

. i o au 4
The report of long-term effects 'in Detroit is limited to the .48

month testing of mothers and chilren from Cohort 1. A mother-child -

- . L

-

S
o
oo
()
g
-

.




TARLE 7.4

.‘. Detroit

/

P

PCDC: . Mother-Child Interaction Observations Means

. 36-months

Cohort

1

.=y
Program . Control

s

Variables?

N 6. 6
6.5
1.8
7.3
1.9

5.3

7.3
" 8.3
33,2

31.4

2

Combined

t Program Control t - Program Contfﬁl‘ t

12

1.3+ 6.

1.

-1.5st 8.,

5.

‘1.1‘-. 11.

- 20,

7 18

6. <1 . 7.

1. 1.

5.4
9.6.
30. 7

28.

18.

l B

13

6.6 1.1

*28.8

All comparisong are one-tailed or
t

T

Y

direction of effect was predicted a priori. .

le labels are: IS=Sensitivity rating; §A=Accebtance rating; IC=Cdoperation
gy /POS L=Positive language; .ICL=Initiation control language; NEG L-Negative

language; NET L=Net language.

~\(/‘M

T
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interaction observation was obtained on the same day the Stanford-Binet .

.
~

was administered to the children. )

Child effects. ' The follow-up results om the Stanford-Binet are

shown ;n Takle'7.5§ The program group retains its superiority to tﬂe

coﬁirol group&vqith a mean difference of 10 IQ points (p<.05). The

proggam children showed an’increase from 114 to 116, and the control

chiléren inctease? ;rom 101 to 106. In the absence of evidence to the

contrary, we must 3§utiohslx conclude that, ‘as with the 3 orig%nal sites,
'

1Q effects persisted for at leést one year after graduation.

Mother effects. The results- from the 48-month moﬁher*chiid interaction

-

observation are strikingly positivé. As can be seen-in Table 7.6, there

e [N

are significant program/control group differences on four of the seven

variables; two more approach significance.” It is surprising that the 48~

-~

month MCI differences: are stro;ger than those observed at graduation.

One could hypothesize that the relatively more sophisticated northern

urban mothers nééded some-time to assimilate what they had learned. The

Detroit PCDC program.also had an impressive counseling program for its
graduates, which the New Orleans PCDC never implemented. .P\ey helped ®
mothers find jobs, child care, br good nursery schools for the childreg

upon'éraudation. The 48-month MCI results may be the fruits of this
efforts 5 )
Conclusion._ The Détroit PCDC w;s in operation.onlY'l;ngjenough Uj&
- produce two ;ohérts bf graduates. Although the program eff{fﬁénappqir to

-

. .

be stronger for the first cohort than for the second, the 'I geores ag?




® 48-months Lo
o ' , Program E;ntrol t
P . Stanforﬂ-Binet; . K 9 g ST AN
.:-'\\‘; v ‘ . ”
;5 o~ M 116.78  + 106.14 2,27%
Ty SD €,9.40 9.17 '
N ’ -
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Detroit

""TABLE 7.5

> —

PCDC: TFollow-Up Stanford-Binet -1Q Scor.e* ’
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All comparisons are one-tailed as direction was predicted a priori.

+p<.10 . . .
*
p<.10 ' )
*%k .
p<'05 *4 .t
» ° .
\; . ) 'y
-~ z

;. 132

o~

L] ; ‘ -
R -122-~ -
- . .
¢ 0 . A e .
. TABLE 7.6 * -
. } . ! SRR B o
- ¢ * ot _ ¢
Detroit '
s “~ L, , —
.PCDC: Follow-Up Scores on Mother-Child Interaction
. : -months
A 48-months ,
L vetables ¢ sz & cont
Variablles Pro ram Control . t
Mother-Child Interaction: - * - ) g -
Insensitivity-Sensitivity N 7 w7 oy
© M 6.9 5.1 2.2
. SD 1.3 i.6 :
s . ‘
Rejection—Acceptance \d N W 7 "k
. M 7.6 6.1 2.6
- [ sD 0.8 1.2 .
-t . ’ . & -~
« Interference-Cooperation N 7 7 *
M 5.9 # 4.3 1.5
. $D 1.8 2.1
k . . . : B
Positive Largyage N 7 7
, - M 88.9 ¢ 82.97 « 1.6+
ST "$D 7.9 6.1
' . . . A - .
Initiating Control Language N 7 L *
' , M1 50.5 - 73.3 . 2.4*
. ' $D 22,7 9.7
Fegative Language. R 7 o 7
. .0 o M- 1.7 °10.6 <1
T + ) SD, 7.8 7.1
Net* Language - N .7 \ 7 e *
e - i 28.4 -=1.0 f 2.1
° SD 30.1 21,0
- &~ -
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GS& scores for the combined cohorts indicate that the program was success-

! - ~

ful in Lttaining the desired child effects at graduation. The effects

are maintaineq, and in fact, are stronger for the first cohort one year

after grgdqati n when significant mother-child interaction effects also

B

Q
emerge.
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Chapter 8

Summary and.Discussion s .

4
4
4

L\

by &
2]

. f -

- * The major findings have been reported in earlier sections, organized ] ’
_ -
by short-term effects, long—term effects, and the effects from one

o S

replication site. In this summary, we attempt to presént an. integrated

2

picture of the PCDC experience for mothers and children. Account is
»Q .

< : ’ 7 .
taken of the differenges in the models and in the participants of the .
fouE sites. To complete the picture, other events in the participants .

lives, when these’ events are khown, are included into the discussion. A -

®
" ’

second gection is gevoted?to a discussion 'of the characteristics of ,
families who benefited from thé programs and the limits of generalizabi-
lity to future populations. The final txe sections address the questions:

(1) Did the PCDC expériment meet its goals? (2) What are the implications

_—

» for future programs, research, and social policy? Bt

» Tk ' ?‘
Summary of Findings '

- . . - 3 ”~
The/ three original sites, Birmingham, Houston, and New Orleans,

began/operation in 1970-71. Dates presented, in this reporg have been

- -
aggregated over,an eight-year period encompassing two phases (1972-1975

and 1976-1980). ‘New Orleans and Houston completed data collection on

several cohorts of graduates, four and seven, respectively. The Birmingham
. | ~ ‘
model was designed so that small numbers of mothers were recruited ~

continuously, and therefdre that model does not have identifiable cohorts.

Data on two,cohorts\from the Detroit replication site are,also included -

and will be discussed in this section as another example of thé-generﬁl
L

«BcQE'model og.parent eduﬁjE;on. The total PCDC saﬁple approaches 300

- - .
- r
“

) ~ — . )
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Program and 250 control mother-child dyads who completed program-and data

collection activities’

P

The overdll find ngs at program graduation, when theé chi%d reached

36 months,.are impressive. Program mothers and children, across all

sites,’werelgignificantly diffevedt from their controls on most major

v Y

evaluation measures. K The first strong pattern of effects’ favoring the

’

program groups began to appeéi at 24 months. Houston mdthers were, of

.
?

course, just entering the program at that time. The major purpose of

this report is to evaluate the effects of the PCDCs at graduation and the

1

re;;BAion of those effects after graduation. Therefore only limide data

are presented from the time gpihtﬁ prior to 36 months.

WhenLEhe chiildren were 24-months-old, program/control differencgs on
the Bayley Scales of InfanA Development significantly favoréd program
children in the three original sites. (The Bayley was néf administered
to children in the Detroit replication site.) New Orleans and Birmingham
children and their mothers had been in the programs two years at that ~
point, but Houston mothers had only completed one year. Furthermore, the
first year of the Houston program was composed of ;pproximately 30 home
visi::\that minimally involved thé child. Because there were no Houston
differences on the Bayley'at entry (12 months), the sik-point difference
at 24 months (27:6 vs. 91.0) can be interpreted as evidence thét the
program effects-oqvfhe child were, at least’ in part, mediated -through the

. : 12
mother. ‘ ’

A summary of the results of the 24-month mother-child‘interaction

observations configms that mothers were indeed lnteracting with théir
. .

B *

¥4

=
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.children differently than were control mothers. The only summary Yariable

that was not significant WRs Net Positive Maternal Behavior from Houston ?

(see Tnble 5.13). However, the‘HOME Scale total score, which combines :
both physical environment factors in the home setting (e.g., provision of
appropriate play materfﬁ%i) with judgments of observed interaction (eeg.,

|
such as the mother’s verbal responsiyeness) did distinguish program and

1
control mothers. -

4

Pl
‘ Evidence of program effects at graduation 1is stron§.f Childrefi in

»

;all four sites received the Stanford-Binmet (S—B) and the Concept Familiarity

Index (GFI). Stanford—Binet differences all favored the program groups;

—
however, CFI program/control comparisons were significant only in New
: N

~

Orleans and Detroit. This is an interesting finding since Houstonwwas

the only program to employ the Palmer concept training curriculum.
. .
The Birminghan program engaged mothers specifically in concept teaching

activities with 'their children. The New Orleans model was much less . &
intense and less structured as far as child concept trainingzis concerned.

If the significant differences were limited to one site or even two T
unrelated ones, the finding could be explained on the basis of intersite‘
testing Mdiosyncracies. However, testers in all four gsites were trained
by thg same person from gzlmer's original staff. Furthermore, Detroit

< ” L3

was, not just ;iﬁiiar to but a very close replication of the New Orleans

program model. is possible that some specific New 5?§eans model »
characteristic encouraged concept formation,in.the,children.'

Despite the fact that program children in all four sites'performedgﬁw s

4
© o,

significantly better on the S-B than the cofitrol children, the size of +

.
[ 4
\ ‘ M - ¢ .

& . : ' SR
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the differences: and’ the relativg standing of the group meang differed

N . . - a

across sites. Houston differefices were thecsmallest (4 points), and

Detroit program/control differences were the largest (é points). ° 4
. Y ¢ * ’ v
< New Orléans and Birmingham program children scored on the'average of 7

.

and 6’ﬁoints,'respectively,'higher than tﬂeir controls. Figure 8.1

] . -

displays.group meajy for program and control groups by site on both
.t measures. There is a fendency for group means to rank order themselves
- : , ‘ ‘ P
. by site with Birmingham scores consisténtly thé lowest and either -Houston
[ ° \ N

,or Detroit the highest. This could reflect sample differences or
...' . [ 3

1'%
' .very consistent differences in testing standards. Although the latter

e = explanation is possible, the fact that often different testers in the

same site -administeéred these two tests argues against it. On the

',v' . B

« other hand, there are clear and consistent sample différences, Both the -
K . . - .~ 4

. b . .
Birmingham and New Orleans sample were low-intome black families from

o

‘outhern-cities of average size. - Other characteristics such as mother’s’ - K

. . \
° . 5 \
>

education (llth grade}, mother’s age (22 or, ‘23 years), percédnt of fathers .

) present .in the home (30—332) and per capita inceme ($861-5980), were all
\ ° »
very similar.’ By’ contrast, Houston families were low-income Mexican-—

N
o w

. American in a rapidly growing southwestefn city. Mothers had an average

- Ny oﬁ a 6th-grade.education and were 28‘years old, ‘and 94% of the“families .
?*ﬁ& . K included-tﬁe father. Dettoit, families were more like Birmingham and New

R Orleanssthan Houston on all dimensions except“income--education = 11
S years, age = 24 years, father presence = 15Z. The bar graph in Figure / N

* ‘ 8.1 gor income looks strikingly similar to those for -the é—B and CFI ,

group means. . ) . : a
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4 ’
; 0
i

~ The program mothers, at graduation, were observed in both structured-

teaching and waiting-room éettinga and, in the case of Houston, in home

AR

settings. Summary scores derived from these observations were all highly

’

\ _ 'poaitive and:significantly different, favoring the program groups fﬁ\the

s

* original sites (see Tables S5.11 and 7.4). Direction and magnitude of '
- o -t
effects -can hardly be compared acrosg sites because of a variety of

reasons rangin§ from digferencéa in settings to differences in behaviors
‘ coded and variables .derived. Che éoaaible exception is the Néw Orléans

uan@ ﬁetroit-reﬁulta_that are based on a aimirhr\setting: identical scoring

# B

m’oéedurea', and the same coder. 1In this comparison, the -Detgpit,findings
- are not as atrgng as those from New Orleans; howgver;,%he Detroit sample

,"size is less than one-half as as a reauli.of its reldtively Qhorter .
. . " ,

period of Opefﬁtion. The peggentagéa of obiterved occurrence of the.

. v

‘variables, however, is.fairly gongiatent'between the tw6 sites.,

Although the wide-acale‘applibation of mother-child interaction
i ) .

¢

"W

observations as the piimary measure of program effects is a major contri-

" bution to program evaluation, the absence of atandafdg‘and norﬁa makes

v

.their ﬁqaning in a:more general sense impossible to discuss, For example,
' whereas most people can interpret a Stanford-Binet IQ of 120 relative to

. one of 80 in a meaningful wdy, there is n? comparison standard with
. . ‘ ) N \Q { 1
syrplus meaning for a score of 302 on the Positive Maternal Language

" variable. One can, however, compare progrdm-group and control-group

paaifive language 30% of the time that they were‘obaefved,.wherea;

N -

:; ’ ( ‘controi;mothera uaed‘ﬁoaitiyevlanguage only fﬁ(of the time. We %now
. j Ny X o .

I .
> . - hd A

means of 30% and 7%, reabectiéély. We know that: program mothers used -

-

-y




-130-

N ¢ \ .
'this difference was statistically significant, and that Positive Maternal
Language at 36 months is related to the S-B at 36-months (,33, N = 60).

But We have no idea if this is a high or low percentage of positive
L 1 » A
languages in other samples or in the general p0pulation. None the less),

-

the measures do have internal validity and acceptable reliability.

] —

Furthermore they represent not only a considerable investment in téBources

4

-
-

for measurement development, but a creative approach to parent education
. L EY

¢ > - .

" evaluation, (e -
. ’ . 4

. . ' * .
In sum, at graduation, there was consideraBle evidence that the PCDC

programs had the- desired effects on criterion measures of pa:enting -

behavior and child intellectual developmentr In addition, these effects
]
are all the more impressive by - virtue of the differences in measures,

samples, and program cbmponents. Indeed, these programs\seemed to be

1 Ed

effective even though not all graduated mothers attended regularly.

\

Once graduated, PCDC mothers and children were evaluated once a

years® Some of the earliest graduates -are now in ther first and second

- grades’ in school. Early PCDC conceptualizations placed great ‘store in

A

-~ the long-term retention of effects. Recent findings, such as those from

-

the Consortium for Longitudinal Studies (1978) have somewhat reduced

s
.
B . . . N

these expectations., o ' °

Qother:child interact}on observations were available for New Orleans,

,Birmingham, and Detroit'at'one year after graduatiog. Houston did not
' A
colIect 48-month data onm graduated mothers. The Detroit sample was small

as only the first cohor; hadwreached “the first follow~up~age marker by

the conclusionvof the experiment« yBirmingham observations included both

Y.

K]
LN ) - ® e
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structured teaching and waiting-foom settings, and New Orleans and

-

Detroit observations were from the waiting-room situation.

According to the_original PCDC model conceptualizations, retention

of effects by the child should be mediated by the mother. Therefore, . s

some evidence of retention of facilitating interaction téchniques‘ﬁn the W .

part of greduated mothers was expected. In faet, mothers jn all three

sites did show sqﬁe retention of éffects although the streﬂgth of the . N
findingegis generaliy weaker than atagraduation- Relative to the controls,,
Birmingham‘motﬂers maintained theit superiority in teeir use of Effective

/ ' | {

Teaching Behaviors. " The walting room Positive Maternal Inte;action

variable failed to reach significance. The Birmingham Pesitive Maternal

" Interaction variable is composed of a number of discrete behaviors,

- such as facilitates child’s activity,'?lay activity with child,.and looks

¥ ’

at child, which mey be more indicative-of good interaction with younger

children. On the other hend, the chii&:en are just reaching a good'age

"for the teaching task and the Effective Teacher variable may be mpie

o

... same small room at least six times. This is not trué of the Det&oit ,

2 ’ -

appropriate.

* New Orleans program mothers were observed using more positive
T ) . - y »
behaviors than controls, but only the difference between the groupg in

the use of Negative Language was significant. Program and control

mothers in New Orleans were using the same percentages of positive

language and controlling language (suggestions, cgmmands) It has been ;. / ]

suggeﬂted that the interaction waiting-;oom betting was getting\oldAto

all these mothers, since by 48 months they had all been videotaped in the
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mothers who were observed only twice. It'is encouraging, however, that'

-

program mothers were using significantly_}ess language to testtict;

criticize, of scold one year after graduation than controls. One possible

contributing factor could be that the four-year old program children were -

doing less' to cause their mothers to respond to them negatively.
. 5

By contrast; the 48-month data for Detroit gtaduatea\i oks even.

)

stronger one year later than it did at graduation. The molhers differed

v

significantly from the controls on six of the gseven variables (see .0

. » N . v
Table 7.6). The sample size was small. and should be intetp{eted carefully;

= 4
however one program factor specific to Mérrill-Palmer may account for

these findings. The Merrill-Palmer $CDC had an impressive counseling

program for its graduates that none gf the other sites had. They, helped
mothers find jobs or get back in. school, get into <child cate programs or
get into good nursery schools as_ they finished the progtam. These efforts

may be the: btidge between the program and later life circumstances needed
>
to obtain strong retention of effects. & )

.

In general, the ptq‘tam children maintained their superiotity ‘ \

to the controls for at least a year after §jp&uation. The significant

program/control differences disappeat'at 60-months. , (Denroit gtaduates
are not that old at this writing. ) Ofteﬂ‘ehe shtinking of gtoup differences

are more a function of the increasing conttol of the children 8 scores

-

than the dropping of- the ptogtam children 8 scores., One factor which may

be important after gtaduation is whether the child is enrolled in ptescﬂbol.
. T e
Data were available in Birmingham to examine this hypothesis. The *

results of several analyses seemed fo inﬂicate that ptesthOol attendance

‘ .
o
«
q
A
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did have a.significant effect on IQ scores at 60.months, but that some of

the effect can be accqunted for by differences in families that choose to

. send their children to preschool. More children who scored well on the

N

24-month Bayley (on which there ‘were PCDC treatment effects) choose to

. - )
send their children to preschool.

.

The 60-month Id‘scores correspond in time. to the child’s entgy ihto
kindergarten. Although there are no'\group IQ differéncés”at this ppint’

New Orleans program children scored substantially higher on prereading

and mathematics achievement tests. Birmingham program children scored

significantly higher on first—grade{mathematics achievemént tests.

< P Er.

Second-grade test scores are not yet available. J <
P ' i . R N

This differential performance~resulted in over half of the New -

9 -
.

N

v

Orleans control children being placed in Title I compensafor? education

programs, whereas none of the New 0r1eans‘program childten vere. This =
' < . . . e .°
finding alone is a remarkable "prevenﬁlve".effect. Howeve;, scores -on
. * Y .

the same sample of children at first and second grade highlight an old

familiar issue in-intervention evaluation.

A

the coqtroI“chfldren, many of’

] whom were in Title I, caught,up with the program children, who were not

in special programs. )

. * . o "
\‘ . ) K}
\ ~

So'we are leit,with an'issue;-which is more effective, prevehtion or

amelioration?

17 But’ the issue, is quite complex. We do. got know the liter

relative advantages of a comprehensive preventive program such as PCDC
$

on such factors as<school achievement in later grades, attendance patberng,

high school drfp\out, college attendance, teenage pregnancy, m:::§1

. r
health, trouble'with the law, Jjob success, and a host of other(vagiables

- . °
S -/\‘.

v . g
\ Y
o
. ‘\ 49 - »
) . 1' v 1, i ,} o 7
o ' > > - -
[ ‘ ,e '.?
' ©,
.
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not strictly related to IQ and school achievement. On the other hand,

the short~term costs of the Title I type programs ig considegably less
. ¢ . )
than the PCDC costs. The long-term costs and benefits are still a matter

.of conjecture. It is worth noting that there is no evidence on the

effectiveness of Title I programs to snggest that one year of such a
,compensatory program is significant to connteract‘deficits accumulated
over the entire first'five years of life. h
- . ,' v
, 'Characteristics of Participants ’ )

. (4
('Obviously programs such as these are not suited to everyorde. It

would be useful to know what kinds of participants seem to derive the

most benefit. To this end a numbef of background characteristics were

- included in a set of multiple regressions on the .mother=-child interaction

. N 3 )
. ’ variables at 24 36, and 48 months and on the child IQ scores at 24, 36,
-, .
. 48, and 60 months. « Treatment «was included as a predictor variable with
-, Py [ 14 - >

sex of child, mdther’s age and education, number of children, number of *
'6' -
5
('rooms per person, and. father presence in the home. There were only four

. or'five significant interactions betweén any of the moderator variables

&
<

: and the treatment out of over 150¢° such comparisons. No pattern was
discernible to indicate that older or younger mothers or children with
_— -
fathers present, or mothers of boys or girls, benefited more from the

¢

-

1

f progtams .

. o ’ ) VR ’ .

¢ ) . It must b;;xemembered that the four PCDC samples represented an

extremely limited.range within each sampie. All mothers were in the
‘ l low-income group; most had mot finished high school, andffey were under
) “ < : . /“ -,
ev .,
- < —— ]
. : » . ' ' I3 v

L]
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‘v . B
17 or over 26 years of age. The restricted variance undoubtedly attenuated

2
4 [

the relationships. ’ 5 .

. »

We do know, ‘however, that a relativeiy‘small percentage of all

mothers recruited in all sites actually graduated. This was more true

‘ -

for the program than for the con;rol_mothers,-although the attrition ih
the cont;pl groups was typically over 50% also. Both program mothers and

control mothers were self-selected volunteers, although this is less of a
.program than it might seem becausé any participant in any .future pfogram

-

will necessarily have to be a volunteer. . .

There are two different kinds of pfbblemS‘with attrition. Differén—
t;;l attrition is a problem of interpal‘validity in ;ny study. There was
nd” evidence that,different types of ﬁfbgr#m mothers dropped out of-;he:
study than did control mothers."Bﬁt sheer amdﬁn: of—attrition and the

fact that only 50 or 60% of all mothers contacted agreed to pa

little aﬁout those who rgfused_any’participation. Wg~ao know that
. . - Y
of the program and control mothers who dropped out after some period of
~

time did go to work, begin é,training program (such as WIN or CETA), or

return to school. This was not the casé“in Houston. The Mexican-American
. N T ! o
. - S
families. were largely intact, with the father working, and motheiaigere //
l ) = . # - | o
discouraged from going to work or to schopl. Instead, most of the °

Houston attrition is attributable to the faet that fﬁey were more upwardly

mobile, many fhmilief moved out df'the‘?rea of the center and had to Btop

¢ .. —_
‘Eéoming because of transyortation;problems'in Houston, which is a sprawling “*

v v

metropolis., 1 - .
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Follow-up questionnaires ih.Bitmingham and New Orleans bear testimony.

v

to the numbers of women .who are(returning to the job mafket;~ Approximately

SOZ of thesprogram mothers who stayed in the program groups, ée 8e) did

-

not 'work during first three years of the child’s life) were working one

year after.graduation. In New 0rleans, an additional 122 oﬁ the graduates
hd ,

4
PR

. returned to school afser the program. Together, these account for .
approximately 602 of the graduates. . \
. P .
In conclusion, the pressures women feel to get a.job

.
-

return to_
4
school caused a number of mothers to drop out of the programs in New .
r~  ° . -

Orleans, Birmingham, and‘Detroit. These pressures were probably.both .
intermal and external. At?least two imp%ications about program development

" and evaluation can be drawn from this. Future progrims should be designed °
. to take accounkﬂbf ghese needs.’ Programg cduld: be more intense over .
. . P

sﬁorter periods of time and program centent ‘should include basic skills

,‘ < . .

and* job“cognseling, a8 well ae counseling -on good child care alternatives

for working mothers. In temms,of evaluation, more needs to be learned
B wfw .

about drop outs., Information on the kfndé of jobs both dropouts, graduatbs,

‘

and control mothers obtaiq,should be gathered. How long they keep the

fv

jobs and advancement are also upeful pieces of information. It is

- -

possible that dropping out of progtams to obtain a job is a positive

program effect, particularly if ghe program had anything to do with the

motherfs getting and keeping the job and i& it is a;good job for her.

°
-

. . ‘ .
Did the PCDC Experiment Meef it GoalgM¥

There were two original main purposes’to‘the~PCDC experiment:

mr e

&

X

.
P
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1. To enhance the development of young children and offset the -

N A

educaﬁional and occupational problYems associated with'povefty. -

.
e

|

: |

2. To demonstrate a strategy for program development, evaluation, |
. :

|

and dissemination to-inform social policy. . . *
- . / '

Each of these goals‘includes several, complex ldyers of goals.

Many of the goals were measured; some were not. There were alse changesd ,
S -
' o«
in the relative importance.oﬁ,ggals over the course of the experiment as ¥ ]
¢ .
‘e ) . >

. well as new goals‘added. The two main goals will be discussed 'separately .
along with implications for social policy. _ ) . ] ‘
o . Tg enhanc# the development of low—income children. In addition to .
) ‘.‘g goais fog the chiid, both at graduation and over the long-term, there .

7 . . -
were prggram goals fot mothers. Mothers were seen as the major interven- .
~

~

tion agents, and it was hoped that by increasing her child rearing s
X ‘ knowledge and skills, she would positively effect the child’s developmen-
. . . < N . . -~

. tal progress over a long period, including his school achievement. Early R ’;g

)
. . N >
.

Ll tn_the”inteiention,movement; mothers were.not seen as especially importént

. except insofar as they effected the child\hnd the child’s environment. ‘ L :
This graduhily changed, and goals for mother’s own self concept ‘and . .t
2 . - ! B

oersonal development were considered in program implementation., They At K

s

F

- - ' - . > l
were not, hovwever, easy to measurg. W\

~ 14

v G e gy

By graduation, both mothers “and chiidnen in the program:groups in

. all four sites demonstrated significant differences attributable to their

. Al

. L4 Y \ . 4 »
“ program participatiommy So, in the shprt run, PCDC did meet its goals of K
1 ’ ‘

. : improving parenting gkills, and the intellectual development of children.

R
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The long-term goals cannot be finally assessed at this point.
i
Mothers do retain many of their improved child-rearing-skills, for at

. least a year. This evaluation oqiy included one year foliow—up on the

mothers. A folgpw-up evaluation was originally planned that would

provide information on a wide range of mother effects.

; ) The children from the earlier cohorts have been followed through
~J .
second grade at this %oint. IQ'differences were maintained for a year >

after graduation ﬁgpm the PCDC and generally disappeared by school entry;

L «

however, school achievement data in kindergatten (New Orleans) and first
: -~ grade (Bimingham) indicated lar)ge group differences. Furthermore, ) ~ %

program children in Ney Qrleans were not placed in Title I compensatory

education programs while over one-half of the control children were.
Aithoqgh achievement test-scores of control childten, maoi of waom were
in special prograﬁgf may eventyally equal those of program children there

~ ‘ . - ‘ -
are maiy things we still do not know. (It is‘'very possible, based upon

the Longitudinal Consortium findings (1978), that PCDC programs will )

-

contirnue to~exert an influence on the children in ways which may be mqre R

. -
-gignificant fornsociety than IQ and achievement, For example, fewer T

- ] )

program children may drop out of high gchool, get into trouble with the -

law, or become dependent on drugs. At this point in time, the evidence
¢ .
- "

" ) is not all ine« ”

’ Althougp not originailf a program goal, PCDC; have been very success—
ful in providing low-income mothers with a sense of support during the
. difgicult child-rearing years. -It’is difficult to put a value gn a
. ’ } feeling tﬁat‘pou‘have someone to call whenxyoo need it; that others have -

\ 4 . .

the same‘or similar problems. It is becoming more:obviousﬁﬁn this

Ead *

"t
Ly
€y
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country that many mothers feel a need for this as parenting programs are

® gpringing ﬁg all over the country. Most of them are not intervention

*

. oriented, e.g., do not approé%h the participants of the programs as being

-

.disadvantaged in some way. Rather, often the participants are middle-class
dothe;s who are seeking support from others in their same situation.‘ -
Many of these programs are less expensive and do not attempt to be nearly -

as comprehensive as the PCDCs were. ’ . i

The PCDC program model has wide scale applicability to groups with

more specific problems, such as mothers of children with handicaps. For
"y

- suchkgfoups, the comprehensive, integrated éervices,,support, and edugation :

could be invaluable. As an intervention model desighed'%nly fo improve . ]

- - .

the educdtional future of low-income and minority children, there remain
some unanswgred queétions. PCDCs are expensive, and it is g;obably not
even possible to fund enough PCDCs gcroéé the country t; fuliy ad?reéé ‘
T ‘ the needs of .the disadvantaged. On the other hand, PCDCs have demonstrated
. o ,
conside;able short-terﬁ effectiveness in pggyentihg~intellectual deficits ~ \
in children and in improving mother’s parentinglskills.~'rf achieveme?t

test scores and IQ are all that count, then PCDCs are definitely not cost

effective. If, however, ather measures of social adjustment are considered, -

then PCDC programs may prove cost effective in the future.

-
- -

To demonstrate strategy for program development, documentation,”

evaluation, and dissemination to inform gpcial policy. In some respects,

the PCDC experiefice did meet some of the above goals.: Program development

. ° -
-~ and documentation was car€fully done. One set of replication programs , LS
. I3

. were lmplementh and werg; in facf, true instances of the original

.

.
.
- ' . ~ . . PR
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models. The evaluation data available from one site, Detroit indicates
. . y I . , ‘ . , *
thgt program -effects were obtaiped using the same model in a new site

with a different population=—and dd}etimptessive-bon the pilot cohort.

. < EH
.~ However, replication as a concept for study, lost its social base- of-

. °

“support. The high cost of the total experiment becdme prohibitive ~
: {

. fme
- -~ -
- in a time of decreasing human service resources. The issues and lessons * - « |
~ leafned about the replication proceds iQSelf are beyond the scope: of this
report and afe addressed in a separate paper by the Replication ﬁanagement
' Organization (Shapirv, 1981). . ' .
' "Conclusion \ h

o

’

. The PCDC project was a social, experiment on a grand scale. Comprehen-

sive ptogtamé were desfgned to address a-whole attay of problems associlated

b »

\ with poverty.‘ A major cfificism'of "compensatory"zeddcation and soqeial
"intervention" is that attention is given to th;.wrong dimension of the
proﬁlem. "The Feal\chus'of ptofessi;nals sH;uld-be not "on the presumed

_Aeficits of poor familfés, but on the external sourcég of povefly and low

~ -

educational  attainment: ‘our economic system, our laws, our social

£
¢ e~
° . . ?

- priorities, and our sghbol systems" (Evans,%}971).; Some may well argue -

© with this point of ;iew-contending instead that the root problem is our
. Lo - ~ 4

N

. - L. N . 4 ~,
o overemphasis on educational attainmé&nt to the detriment of personal

El

happiness, regard and love for others, and pursuit of knbwledge. Regard- -

- ]
hd -

less of the reasons for the problems, they codtinue t t;ﬂand our

greatest mistake mé} well be that we stopped trying to $¥lve them in the -

~ . \ )

face of partial succesgés and limited resources, = 7

-~
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i APP}inIx A

Individual Cohort Analyses

- ¢
Ta v

<

L

. In this appendix, the means, the standard deviations, and the .-

t-tests;for key child and mother measures are presented separately'by

Cohort at each of the three original sites. Birmingham results are-

v
. - > ’

* presented firgt, followed by Houstop and New Orleans results., Within

. each site,‘child neasures are presented first,'gollowed by nother measures'
\ . B N . . .
ahd'meashres of mother-child interaction.

a

. . . 3 v
Birmingham cohort analyses, Unlike Houston and New_Orleans,

Birmmingham did mot have cohoft.designations because of the "trickle"
A .« - ’ ) ~ _\.—“ .
recruftment model used there.’ Ingythis model, mothers are recruited and
enter the program continuopsly during the'year, rather than a group of
. -~ . . . . . o
mothers starting together at the same time. For analysis purposes, .

.~ N B
& ~ ‘ 4

artificial cohort designations were created in which mothers and children .
‘s . o <@ . -\5-
entering the program in two adJécent calendar years were placed in the

¥

shme eohort. Thys, mothers and children who began the pr5gram in 1972 ora;-

21973 -were designated as being1in the first cohort, those entering in, 1974
N A
‘or 1975 were placed in the second cohort; etc. Although some ‘data were

-~ - "
. collected on pilot\mothers and' children prior to 1972, these data are

exgluded for sever:li;égsons. Prior to 1972,. there was not strict random

assignment to groups. Families were admitted with target children .aver

o

six mopths of age, and the program itself was differenb 1n that it pjj}ed-\\
9

less—emphasis on' the mothers as the primany program participants,

Houston cohort analyses. Houston used" letters to designate annual
Yy U\ g
-

cohorts. Cohorts A, B; and C were exploratory groups that? provided

. »




.
- ) A2
\ '.L (\ .

information for profgram planning. The parent educ;%ion‘component in
these cohorts was mi#mal. ~Coliort D was the first’pilot group to receive
the in-home program folldwed by"the center program. ‘Although families

were supposed to be assigned to program and control -groups at randmn, ;

there wére 10 entry variables on which conttol familfes scored igher /-

- -

. . 1} . .
parents, longer. residence in‘the U.S., high2r income). Gohortg? started

center program. Thus, Cohort F, which, began the program late in 972

‘g .

//// was the first cohort that’ could appropriately be used for program evaluation.

.
‘

- In Birmingham and New 0rlean9 Hearly all program graduates were
tested and changing Ns from cohort to cohort accurately reflect changes in

‘the number of graduates from year to year. However, in Houston changing

‘Ns from cohort to cbhort reflect primarily the greater or lesser success ’ ,

’a PR

of the research staff in testing&those~mothers and children who graduated.

- .
’ ’

?or example, there were, 25 program graduates in Cohort I, only 9 of whom !

.
t

2

were tested with the Staﬁfof‘ﬁ%inet. In Goho“ﬂq,.all bdt 3.of the 20 i

—

. S .
ompleteness of dataé%

.

‘,gtaduat%s“weré tested.wit? the Stanford—Binet.,“

N 'collection dn eac¢h cohort may be assessed by comparing the N for each- : <

measure in each Cohort with the total number of graduates from that

i . v

gohort. These tbtals for program graduates were as follows: F=25, G=19,

. t
- .o ! R - .

H=17, I=2§, J=20, K=27, L=17. ’ ' - K

TR

- 4 3 *
* ¢ - y ‘,
. New ereans.cohort analyses. Yearly cohorts in New Orleans were :

L4 -

,assigned wave numbers. Wave 1 was the.pilot\dohort. Staff were being

» \ ;

E;ained as this cohort rproceeded through the newly developed program.-

d
. . i a

, Grbup assignment procedures approximated rahdom assignment, but ‘were




¢
A

"but were ot truly random. Eligible mother-child dyads were first

. T . . , A
assigned to either the program o¥ control groups and then invited to .

* only aft
_Quickly., Mothers recruited later were then assigned to the control

for this report. Wave 2 entered in 1972. Because of a variety of A

o

A-3 . g

ES N
By

not truly random. Eligihle mother-ohild'dyads were first assigned to g

.
IS -

either the program or control groups and then invited to participate. : !
M LN * TN
Thus, a mother who was assigned to the program group but was unwilling t ‘ -

make the time commitment required in the center program might refuse/to

papticipate- Group assignmenx procedures-approximated random assignment, \ .

. : N
L ) . e

.

participate. Thus, a mother who was assigned to the progfam group but
was unwilling to make the time commitment required in the center programu
might refuse to parthipaté. A mother with a similar unwillingness to

participate in a group program but who was willing to occasially bring -, ¥

her child in for testing might agree,to be in the control group. This /
$

-

4 [4

potentiak;bias was avoided in later waves by assigning mothers to groups .
et they agreed tQ°ﬁ§rticipate in either group. In additdion, for a.

short period of time during Wave 1. recruitment,‘all available mothers . R

* 4
wera. assigned to the prqgram g%oup in an effort to fiXl the oenter

- t

.

group.' Because it was a pilot group and because of these deviations from
7. . . >
random assignment, Wave 2 wag the first wave ‘whose datd was considered

complications, no new mothers were recruited in 1973 or 1974, In order

+ . 4 . . > »

to indicate this gap in the program, -the next cohort, entering in early
1975, was labeled Wave 5; Wave 3, then, never existéd, Waves 5 and

6 entered in 1976 and 1977 respestively. . ' : ) '2?_ T
NP -
~
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‘ Birming'ham .
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~ . . - ¢ ~
; ) Program T, Control
7 . ’ ‘
»
, Entry Year XN X D N X 2 t ‘
- '-/.
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Birmingham
" Stanford-Binet

36-months

Control j-e

.

L) " .
Entry Year ’ M SD” ~ SDb t

v

$72-73 98.38  10.09 '90.35 10.27 3.95"

N 7475 22 . 97.55 12.35 - 25 ~93.40 13.25 - 1.10
76-77 . 30  96.40  9.53 s 92.13 17.78 .94

’ (

3

?
.3 97.65  10.38 . U949 11,99 3.75°
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T ' Birmingham R
’ ) Mothe_z::Chil& Inté:r.:act'io*n Pos_i‘tive Interaction
. S (} ""; ' _... . ' "'""*ﬁ _‘ . ,. .
N R .::L‘?;‘;" - .o s Z{D-anthS
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{ iy 2 ' .l
o » » " . i Q
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y
Mother-Child Interaction Effective Teaching -
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h\Program ) Cont;:ol
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. , *
S 72-73 32, 10.58 2,17 . 18 8. 37 +2.34 3,35
N e ? ) 2 - . * ,
74~75 23 ~ 10.17 1.74 - 24 8.64 2.43 2.46
i i |
, - N Y *
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- i
) : Program - Control
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k Birmingham T : ) .
Mother-Child Interactiom Effective Teaching
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r Houston
MISS: Mother's Affectionateness )
36-months
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%“f ' Control
4 . Program e
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) MISS: Mother's Praise
. 36-months J,\
t
/
P | v
’ Program Control
Cohort_, N M sD N M SDh t
/ . R
'r»\ F 27 2.30 .42 38 2,19 =47 1.01
’ G * . 29 201 .40 30 2.04 .37 .62
- H ‘.. _— ‘—- _— _ _-‘ —
N *
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Mother's Engouragement of Child's Verbalization
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Houstoéon

Locus of Cofitrol *_
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— [}
. s Program . ' Control ‘r
‘ #
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- = N~ < - —
F 24 6.25, 3.07 . 37 5.32 2.67 %-6.10
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Houston

HOME - Total

36-months

\ .
( i ~
)/} Program Control <"
Cohort N M SD N M SD t
F °23 36.43  3.59 38 34,13 3.16 1.88
G 17 37.00 5.00 26 32,00 7.07 1 2.53"
- ' H 5 29.80 6.14 1 21,00 0,00° 1.31
. I 10 36,70  4.37 8 34,75 6.71 .74
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*
K 15 40.67 2.44 8 34.38 4,31 4,51
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’ Parent as Teacher: Traditional Famlly Ideology
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1 " “ ! 1
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Parent as Teacher: Index of Achjevement Values . . ‘ »
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Stanford Parent Quegtiomnaire-0ld Form
/ ' - Aggression ' ’ . - . ¢
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"Progress Report on Research Conducted in HISD Schools BX The

Parxent-Child Research Center - 1979 . . T ‘ =
i ° N ' ] » y 2 +8
Dalg L. Johnson, Ph.D. .
) } v . Univergity of Houston ) )
» ’ .- A i - .

'15 . ’
~ This report on data collected in HISD schools during 1979 by the Univirsity 7

» - of Houston Parent-Child Research Center staff deals only with first run analyees.,

v . s @

A more comprehensiVe report which will explore the antecedents of competence in °

school awaits I) more data collection in the sch;§ls to build the sample size

and 2) refinement of already collected antecedent data.‘ .

- 1

" The project as a whole had two general obJectives. 1) to evaluate the

.
«

effectiveness of the Houston Parent-Child Development Centér and 2) to search
? - .

" for'the antecedents of schopl competence in eatly cognitive, linguistic, socio-
- ' o, < ] . . .
emotional, and physical‘developmept.ofA‘copy of the research propqsal as sub-

mitted to the Hogg and SpendEr Fohndationsk the funding sourde for the project, -

das left with’ the HISD research division earlier. As may be seen in Figure 1,

‘ . * 1

a wide variety of measures are included in<?ur studyf’

- . . ~
.

°

Q' *In the late spring of 1979 information‘bas gathered on 99 children 1in 40

- —~ K .

schools,. 36 of which were in the HISD system. The children were in kindergarten

«
.
-

to grade three. The data collectéd included a teacher interview, teacher-rated

- - ~

classroom behavior, achievement test scores, and report card.grades. /he 7

‘
! °

numbers of children at each grade»and project cohort (annual groups of children

» 1

selected for the project) and for each information source, are 'shown in Table 1.

The results of the data collection effort are incompletely analyzed at

this’ time. However, certain °eneral observatiqns can be provided about the

~ ' ’ (




. 5 ' . s
PCDC program' and control group differences.

“There were no grOUp differences\in number of children referred

s

A - e ; ) .
Teacher Interview . S
. N 4 ~aip
’ 1) There were no group:differences in number of children bEing held
" ' ! ¢ - . * . : -
at ‘the ‘same gradeianother-year. J ¢
, )

—for special serv1tes.~

.(The other Teacher Interview data, e.g., on parental involvement, are

S . )

. -
not yet analyzed.)

A

Classroom Behavior Inveﬁtory - - 4 ’ >~

1)

2)

e a L4
L3 N
There were no “overall group differences on any of the ten CBI scales.
N

Boys more often than girls’were rated as showing "hostility"., Gifls

L)

' L3

' were more often rated as "task-oriented". 3

¢ ! R $ N ¢
3) Greater sex @ifferences were foyzdfgor the control group égfn for

mepmgmmgmﬁn .

’
4) The strongest single predictor of classroom behavior was the mother's

, Interest in the mother-child interaction situation. This was sig-

l
nificantly related to the child's extroversiveness. A copy of a .

. ' 0

summary of Kirk Goddard's M.A. thesis on this subject is enclosed

[y

= Achiévement Test-Scores - . o - .

9 > A «
»

o

Analysis of achievement test results with the present research populatijp
is complex because some of. the children are Spapish-speaking manolingﬂ%ls,}

othars speak only Englf?h, and a large number.are to some Hegree Bilingual.

VN

Furthermore, some of the children were in-bilihgual classrooms qng others were

~ »

not. As the achievement tests are given in English, school achievément-is

. ~ .
. . " . - .o
* \ -
«" ~ N . [
v . * .
'x v
:
.
’

V-

M .
¢
3
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~ > , \/ ‘J‘- o
. & o
' B-3 . : . ’

’

confounded with language capaility. We believe the complexity’ of the problem

requires a number of different kinds of analyses and thesé are in process. For

now, an analysis was carried out which takes into account whether the child was

E
in a b111ngual classroom, and the child's earlier language status: ~ . © .7
. . 'Q‘ 4 M v
Each child's bilingual abilities were-assessed at age three. On this ° ' .

basis, and with information about the type of classroom the child was rﬁ;

children'here assigned to one of three categories for subsequent _analyses: ° PR

. . A
1) English-spgakers at age three and in ordinaty classrooms, 2) Spanishe R =)

H r o
speakers at age ee. and in bildngual programs, and‘3) Spanlsh-speakers at age .~

- . ¥

claésrooms. THE#échievement test results are presented * N

. . e ! *")’ A
o graphically in Figure 2. c'\. ) ‘ o *u:*\ J "
¢ 14 u' L . : 1)

It should be'noted that the numbers of children -in each catégdry are-mot - ~ |

three and in ordina

< P ¢ . B v
~ - L

large and multivariate analyses-have not et been run- v . . .

s With these limicatiohg’in mind, yhat appearf.is.that°mhe Spanish-soeaging; :;f;;/(,w
no bilingual program, childrem have the highest achievement scores, and that

v 3
. .
. N , ’ - > . .

this is equally true of orogram and control gr03ps. The-lowest sCoring suﬁgroup

are the control. children who are Spanish-speaking and in a bilingual classnéom.

4 .

The sign1ficante of these results depends primarily on whether they will » 4 N
. “y -
hold with larger numbers of children. If they do, then the most direct con- .

Ry AN - ‘ ] >

clusion to be drawn woula be that Spanish—speaking childgen dd ‘no't require . 2> L.

bilingual classrooms to achieve success in reading. Before reaching such a .

N

4 L}

conclusion, we would co‘re groups as to intelligence of the children, lin- ' '
a\ ) o ‘ ¢ 4
. guistic ability at the present&time, kind of family language usage, and a .

. I L U e i

humber of other factors suchias the\presence of older siblings in the family.

— e =t P "

. These additional analyses arekessential but cannot be done with present sample o .»"
[ o ‘l\ * e ‘. [ . \v . ,{,
5 * \D . - -
> . - - =
N - ‘ - ) ) ) i » [ ~

® -~ W >

- 4 : ~ -, . N -~
‘ \. ' =, o'\ .
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had no quiet space for testing.

sizes. . L §

Ca N ~
»
»
-

Another finding from the dnalysis of the achievement test data is that
. . —~

.-

. overall reading;achievement for* the prqgram group (mean = %49.5) and control

)

. group (mean‘=_47.6) are virtually the same. It 'is also worth noting that both

of these means are very close-to the 50th percentile, suggesting the children
-

are making_normal progress in school.

Wechsler Intelligence Tests ‘
- Ut

WISCTRs and WPPSIs were administered to 37 ‘children of sehool age. Not.
all of theqe children were tested in school because some schools lacked facil-

1t1es f?r psychological testing; e. g., Franklin school was being renOvated and
A

€ -

The results of the Wechsler testing are shown in the attached table. , This
. N \ -

tahle gives thé mean Verbal and Performance scores for children in

L3 T N .

the preschigl years as wedl as for older children. kesults %re shown in

Figure 3 for prograg%gnd éontrol groups with a further breakdown by sex.
B Y,
There Jwere no_significant differences between groups for-girls at either
4

~

age level. However, group differences did appear for boys. Younger boys who
R » .o~
had been “In _the °CDC.prog;ém had significantly (p<'02) higher Verbal IQs than

.

control boys. -Among fhe older.boys, differences again favored the program

group, but on the. Performance scale. .This'was significant at the .04 level.-

U

Interpretation of these results for program evaluation purposes depends
< .’

on whether the sample of‘children located in this follow-up Study are simidar

>
4 ., ‘.

tp the sample,ac-the time of rardom’assignment to program or control groups.

. A
, It should be noted—that overall, Verbal gcores.are lower than Performance

°
3 “ - N

scores by about 10 points,(9213 to lOl.Q). These results jre congruent with

o~ 4 * ? Y

o,
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those of the reading achievement test scores in that both

.

of functioning.
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: s Lo _ TABLE 1
- " Total School Data Collected .
_ 1979 '
‘ _ ) . NS
Grade ~  Cohort Measure _ * Group ' ,
. S Experimental , Control Total
. ' i
"3 “E CBI 9 7 16
- A . \\ - R
, " TI 19 \ 7 17
-~ . Ach 8., SN * 7 154
‘ Grades 9 o 6, 15
’ . . AN
2 - D . CBI 12 * 11 ' 23
B , . . \
~ £ G 12 12 Y24
N S ’ . . \\
: . Ach’ 10 9 19
v . . IS
C Grades - 12 . 11 23w
NP BN - \
| F CBI 17 a2 39
.. ‘f.:,#,‘ 4 . »
, . - m w17 L 22 39
“ Ach |, _ 12 | . 20 32
. \ .
- Grades - 15 .21 © 36
LK, G, H . CBI e _ 12 - 18
{ H . .
T~ 6 © 13 19
, L ’ . " Ach Pt - -
- , R Grades ) - : - -
t ' ‘(
LCBI: Classroom Behavior Inventory ' b Q
TI: Téacher Interview
Ach: Achievement Test ,écdres . ‘
‘. " Gfades: Report Card Grades ‘ . ‘ .




“FIGURE 1

LONGITUDINAL STUDY MEASURES
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T ‘ " ABSTRACT - :

N The two questions addressed were (1) how children from an early inter-

’

vention program would be rated on a classroom behavior inventory when compared

{ to a control group andq?ES what type of relationship exists between these beh

behavior ratings:and a set of mother-child interactidn variables collected

, -~

T . when the children were 36 months old The classroom behavior ratings were

A\
performed by teachers of kindergarten and first grade children. The maternal

variables consisted of: The Home Observation of the Measurement of the Envir- )

N . onment and a video-taped mother—child interaction procedure which yielded . .

ratings of mgther s affection, mother's criticism, mother's encouragement of t>\
- ? &
the- child's verbalization and mother's interest in the situation. ' .

Data analysis was performed by means of multiple regression and multivariate t'

4 4

analysis of variance. There were no group differences on tHe Classroom Behavior

. 4

) .Inventory scores. Results for the predicting part of the study, indicated that

. in the program group, mother's interest in the situzsion was significantly

related to, the personality dimension of Extraversion—Introversion, while in .

-

the control group mother's affection was negatively related to the ghildren' s

P

Extraversion. Sex differences were strongly suggested on two of the three

‘ ’? v
+ ¢ » N
Classfoom Behavion Inventory factors,JTask Orientation-Distractibility and . .
: A ' s
Considerateness and Hostility, with girls!being rated highex in both Task /ﬁ\\

a
.
. \

: Orientation and Considerdtaness. ) _ ~
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B irmingham \Graduat.io;l\I:ntel"Viéw '

, I'min in how people handle different types of situations. T will
» describe situations. I want you to pretend you are in the situations
I describe, andeantto}mmhowythﬁJﬂcyoumlﬂ.dactuallyharﬂletm
* Situation. There are no right or wrong answers but there are differences in
‘the way people would hardle these situations, and I'm interested in what you
would do. When I turn on the’tape recorder,#€ will déscribe the first situ-
ation. Tell me how you feel you would handle it. There is no time limit to

your responses. - :

Al

A.2

A.3

A.S

A.6

« A7

A.8

Pretend you are on welfare. Youarefnacar.wreckinwhichthe'reisa
lot of damage to your car. When you get out.of your car you learn that

’itisymrcaseworkermhasrunintoyou. When she recognizes you, she

tries to get you to forget the accident saying she could have you kicked
off welfare, It is clearly her fault. What would you do? )
—_—

" What %ould you.do if you belonged to a church and the minister decided

the church should do samething you' feel is very wrong?

You your husband (boyfriend) have been fighting alot lately. Every
time say sarething, he argues with you. You seem to be nagging at
him alot. You care about him téo mach to want th relationship to end.
Ore evening, the two of 'you have plans to leave for the movies at 6:00.
He's ready fo go 15 minutes before 6:00, but you're not ready to go
until one minute before 6:00." As you get together, he complairs that
you are late and that you don’t consider him. In other words, this is
the start of amother one of your fights. What would you do? )

Asalesnancares,tdyourdoortosellyousateburialinsurame._ﬂesays
it is a new company and it Sourds like a good deal. You sign up for:
yourself and your ‘family and pay him the first payment of $5.00 ard he
gives you a regeipt. You never get a policy nor amother bill. What
would you do? -

You have gore to the clinic or doctor's office for a routine physical -
exam. You are in the waiting room'with three other adults whom you have
never before. There are no children..” The nurse’anmounces that an
emergenCy has came up and there will be several minutes before the doc-
tor can see any of you but you should wait. What would you do while you

Your 2 year old has lost his appetite. He doesn't like anything that
is put in front of him any more. He seems to only wnat snacks like
soft drinks and potato-chips in between meals. What do you do?

Anewneigi';bornmesinnextdoorandshehasal7mntholdbaby. she
says her mother keeps after abotit the child not being potty trained
yet. She's been trying for se months but he keeps wetting his
pants. She asks you for your ice. vmat_:muldyoutellhex:? )

The landlord has just locked your’si:ster amd her kids out of her apart-
ment because she is a week late ‘paying her xent. He will rot".take her
money, and says he is entitled to keep all her furniture ard things for

- ron-payment, She asks you what she can do. * #What would you tel® her?

-
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A.9 Yoqrdxildkeepscaningtnrefxunt!mfirstgxadewiﬂxbmiseshis\ .
teacher has given him. He says she pinches him when he does not know .
theansmrstoquestionsandpaddleshj;meverytinehespeaksduring
class. What would you do? ] ’

e

* *

[N &
L

We're through with ‘the sijtuations, and I have same other things"to ask you
amutn - : B S’ ¢ < )

B.1 Scme pegple say that experiences in the first 3 or 4 years of a child's
lifearemtitrportantasfarasvmatmnstothechildwhenhg ‘
grows up. Oﬂmerpecplesaythatthesefirst3or4yearsne;ngm-
thing to the child. How do you feel? i

B.2 How much do you think you can affect the development of your child?
/ In what ways? .

~

B.3 Some mothery feel that the things they do as a parent are the most
important things in their lives. Other mothers feel the things they
do &s a parent are not very important to themselves as le—other
things dre much more important. How do you feel? 7@

B.4 Some pecple believe that allichildren are basitally good. Other people
believe that all children are basically bad and that unless the badness
is gotten out of the child, they will,turn out- to be bad adults. How
da you-feel about this? : x

b d

L
. <

. *
‘D . .
. ¢ ) -
C.1 A discount store near you is having a big sale on clothes for the
whole family. What are some things you would think about as you de=
cide which clothes to buy?

C.2 What are some things you think about when you plan a menu (meal)?
What did you fix for supper last night (night before last)? Give an
example of a menu you might plan for a Saturday, keeping'in mind the

< amount of meney you have to sperd.
’o;. tS R

C.3 When should you call the: doctor about your child being sick? When your
child is sick enough, what information should you have ready before
cdlling? . . )

C.4 How'is a woman's health affected by having a baby?. What happens to a
woman's body if- she has several children less than a year apart?

C.5 Same mothers think that tying a string with a around a baby's

’ neck will make them cut teeth.  What do you thi about doing this?
What could happen -if you did? .. . ‘

-




-

C.6

,

-+

* ;—she's been ver¥y irritable with her baby (yélling and spagking alot).

c.7

D.1

C"3 /

Yourcoﬁsiﬁhascaretovisiﬁyoufox’*a few days from out of town and
she brought her one year old baby. _Shetellsyouonenighg:afterthe
baby has gone.to sleep that she's been feeling tired and exhausted,

She's also -been irritable with other people and she feels she can't
cope any more., What ocould you tell her? )

o

If you're feeling good, isit';stinnebessarytaogotothedocborfor’
a regular check-up? If ‘you went, what should you have checked and hdw
often? When was the last time you went in just for a check-up? - \\ ‘
- g'\ . ~ : . \ .
. * * * * T % !
If&ouweresudglenlywithoutaxymneyandhadmimediateime, S
where would you' go for help? . ’ - . -

If you felt very sad and felt like you were about tp comit suicide,
what would you do?°: S , por T

If the Power Company was -about to_shut off your —lighﬁs ard you had no
money, where would you go for help? : .

Your child 5ust swallowed seme kind of poison. What would you &o?
o { . N

You,feel that your child is having severe mental problems. What would
you do?* What kinds of things that you see in your child would tell
you that child is having.mental problems? ) )

(3

- - ’ P -
: ' * * * * * CT . Y

-

- -~

! 2

Ask 3 year old-child's name. 'What do you do when e .

E.I

E.2

E.3

Refuses to go to’'bed even though it's past his/her bedtime but he/she
stild wants to stay up? .

Fe
'

Hits a younger brother or sister or neighbor's child? : -
Prcmises you lie/shewillmt leave the po¥ch and then goes next door

~ twplay without telling you?

E.4

rd

F.z

+ By

Ljieé to, you?

-

P ¥ . .

° - o . . ) . . ’ .‘
What are same of the things you do and -have around the house that
help your children learn more? oLt

t -

What-typesofthings,cioyoudoarourndyourhouséton\akeitsaferfor

" your children? . . _ -

P

~

6
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E.3

E.4

" BE.5

E.6

. ) G4 ' ! ~ ) L
h ‘I . , - : . )
v ~
}bwhasyourllfechangedoverﬂxelast3years° R ’

In your £ saboutyourselfandyourabllltytoha,ndleﬁxmgs,
has'th:.schangedoverthepaét3years'>

Py -

CWhatdoyoudoforfmmforyourself” wahasthlschangedove.rthepast

3 years? - A & _
Take a coupfe of minutes and think of hew\ close fnends you have .

(people you feel close tg, like, discuss pérsonal- problems with, ‘can S
go to for help, are relaxed with). Ekmr:anya.rethexe" How many of
thesehaveyounetasaresult ofhavmgbeenmvolvedmtkePa.rent- ‘
- Child Developnent Center? . ' \, _ o o

) B,
he ~ N
! ) <y \/ A ) N
° \ ) . )
— N .
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Scoring for; the Birmingham Graduation*Interview

-
; . -
. , A -
i '\. -
N . ’ A
v : \'

The intervew consis&s of two types of questions (L verbally described

structured situations for which a plan of action or solution is required and

S f

(2§ simple information questions, The structured situations depict potential

> ) *

_confldicts or difficultiesVyith representatives'of community agencies (6 situa-

tions), with other adult family members or friends (5 situations) and with

children (7 situations): The simple informatidn questions require a verbal °
=\ ’ 2 juesti ! .

3

report about hte mother's experience (e.g., "How has_your life changed over

the past three years}") The entire interview is tape recorded.

Scoring,is,done by two specially trained raters who are blind to~group

mempership of the interviewées. An estimate of the individual s Generdl Life

Situation is derived from responses to a single question ("How has your life

changed over the last three years?") Good changes are the.ﬁuﬂber of positive

changes described,‘béﬁ changes the number of negative changes mentioned

1 <

Satisfaction with changes is rated on a three-point scale for each of the

’

¢
)

changes reported and averaged.
4+

In order'to assess the Child Control techniques uséa by the mother, four

situations involving the mothe; s three year old are described-—refusal to go

~ <

to bed after bedtime, hitting a younger sibling, breaking a promise to remain
¥ -

N -

xon the porch, and lying. The three dimensions Scored include use of reason

- N . -

for control which wids rated qn a four point scale indicating the degree to which

the mother verbalizes reasons cause-effect relationships, discussions used in

- — i

discipline, the number'of situations in which discussiouLis mentioned in teaching

discipline to her child; ghysical punishment - the number of situations in which

corporal punishmenf is mentioned as'a control technique




-
4

[y

Y

‘\payment, a long wait in a doctor's~office, her child réfusing to eat-anything

orientation-is rated on a three point scale according to the degree to which

-

The mother's approach to solving adult-problems is ‘analyzed in three

ways: Style of Problem Solving, Achieving Solutions and Response to Authoﬁity:

Nine hypothetical problems include a“car.wreck with her welfare case worker,

\ i

her minister deciding her church should do some%hing the mother feels is wrong,

-~

conflict with her spouse (or" boyfriend), an insfirance company losing her down-

c .
. . '

-,

‘but junk food a new neighibor asking about- toilet training, a landlord locking.
her sister's family out, and her first grade child ¢oming home with bruises he

said-his teacher gave him. e f

* 5 I o

Style of Problem-Solving includES foﬁr.tﬁpes of ratings. Interpersonal

the mother indicates taking into acgpunt other peoples' feelings and rights.

Punishment orientation is a dichotomous rating of proposed solutions involving

. - - - =

the presence (+1) or absence (thof negative action. toward someone without .

Te

clear problem—solving or teaching intent. Discussion is a dichotomoushrating
of the’g;;sence or absence of indications thab\a verbal discussion with the

pexson in conflict'would,be at%smpted. Information seeking is a dichotomous

rating of aocepting someone else's explanation of situations at" face value.

M
N

Four.aspeCts‘of the respogées to the situations are rated for their

judged potential for Achieving Solution8"to problems. Alternatives are the

-

number of>solutions the mother proposed. Number of resources is the numher of

S -

*

L4

. different soﬂrces of assistance or information mentioned in response to all

.nine questions. Competence is based on a 4-point scale of the likelihood of B
’ e

-

.~

sucsess,oﬁ the proposed solutions. Persistence was based on a 4-point rating’ h ’
SR . § coL

scale of -thHé stated intent persigt until the ‘preblem solution.
Y :

< Two aspects of responses are rated as indicating Response‘to Authority in

N - . “
1 1 ] «
Y x
-

206 © .
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®

. - solving problems.‘ Power(status orientation is a dichotomous rating of
4
whéther the individual immediately proposes turning to an authority figure
(e g., police to.soLve a problem or whether the individual initially'attempts

3

- to resolve the problem herself _Appropriateness of authority figures is a

dichotomous rating of each authority figure mentioned as being approprfate

.

(e.g., patrolman for auto accident) or inappropriate (e:g., judge for auto

. accident) for each situation. . - ~
~ ’ i i L | '
12 N 3
.\
£
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Complete Maternal Behaviors at 24 Months

<

8 New Orleans MCI . ~
¢ L]
“ Houston MISS . .
! 4ste
Houston HOME ) :

‘.

o
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T ) TABLE D-1 ) . . \\
’ Y ' N .

- “Complete Maternal Behaviots o'n New Orleans Mother-Child Interaction.

A 3 .
g ) Waiting Room Observations .
) 2\4 months ) T
| ' | a \
£ ' . \/,
ﬁatemal Behaviaor( . ) . ‘ Program Control t -
) )\ . ’ P
Sensitivity - Insensitivity N 8 7 w0
e ] M 6.6 4,00 4,33 ‘
’ -~ SD 1.30 ™ , 1.00
N . .
Acceptance - Rejection N 8 7 o
« M 7.38 5.43 2.27*
oo SD .92 2,22 . . ‘ .
Interference - Cooperation . N 8 7 ok
L 4 - M - ¢ 7,25 4,000 3.22 *
SD 1.39 2,45 : /
. 9 ’ :
Net 'Pgsit_:ive \I}anguage . N 8 7 *
. : o ~ M 24,63 -25.71 - 2,747 ¢ :
SD 44.16 S 21.31
, ‘: + -/
Positive Language N. 8 i 7 *
. . M 62.25 37.00 2,75
SD 22,13 10.63
Control Language ~ N ’ 8 e <7 ‘ N
- M 30. 38 44,57 -1.70
5 SD | 18.46 13.00 ) T
Negative Language _ N 8 © 7 ‘ -
. M 7.25 18.14 -1.85
SO . 9.15 13.54
. . 1 . .
. = /
. - [
P<s 05 ¢
*k .
Pp<.01 ~ .
‘ N
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‘ Coa TABLE D-2 * ' ‘
’ Complete Maternal Behaviors on Houston Structured Teaclzir;g Mother-Child Interaction ¥

+

i 24 months ) .
l A g u 2
ﬁ» ] - . ] . ‘!
. ' S S 1
Maternal Behavior . Program Tontrol Tt
e . . . ’ .
Mother!s Affectionateness N 112 < 99
- _ M 5.02 4.94 . 1.44
" - SD .37 K .40 $
Mothers Praise S SN 112 > 99 ‘ '
: ' - M 2.04 C2,11 | - -1.13
' - e SD .42 C42
Mother's'Use of Criticism =~ = ~ N 112 99
. NPhaa M 1.25 1.27 - -, b4
N ",;,::‘ . SD 34 ( 34
Mother's Control ¢f Child Behavior, N 112 99
. ! M - 3,23 329 -1.16
. . . osD . .29 .36
‘Mot:h}e’é’.su Use of Reasonin;é - N 112 99 :
’ M 1.11 1.12 -.68 -
. © 8D .14 . .16
Mother's E'ncouraggment of Child's
. ., Verbalization R N 112 . 99 .
S A ) : M 2.17 2.24 -1.22
. o - SD. .35 .45
. Mother's Net Positive Behavior N 112 99
(Affection + Praise + Encoqrag‘é M 7.98 . 8.02 . =.24 ﬁ
Verbalfization-Criticism) . sp ¢ 1.05 ‘3.11 \
a ! - ’ \
— / - \
R v
* ) .
p<' 05 . [ - s
- . *»
*k
p<c 01 hd
\ 1
2 M A\
N »
- \
\
’ - _ < *
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TABLE D-3 T ' : T

Complete Maternal Behaviors on Houston Home Inventory

. .
’ . N, \

i~ - 24 months
. .
k!'act:or ' ‘ Program —Contrdl t -
¢ Emotional and Verbal .
v Responsivity of Mother | N \ 187 131
) M ©9.25 9.11— .58
. SD 2,22 : 2.16 -
Avoidance of Restriction - . e . ol
and Punishment N 187 - 131 " x
' . M 4.99 ’ > 64 -2.83 o
' . SD 2.28 1.5;2‘ . .
Organization, of Environment N - 187 ( 131
. \ M 4.97 5.13 -1.39 )
: ' ‘ \. sD 1.07 . : 295 '
tﬁ Provision of Approp'riate ) . .
! Play Materials N 187 o131 - - )
o “M . 7.26 6.08 5.52%%
) SD 1.71 T 2,09
. i ¢ -
Maternal Involvement A
LI with the Child ' ‘N . 187 S & » A -
M 3.91 3.53 2.12%
SD 1.66 1.52 '
Opportunities- for .Variety . . .
~ in Daily Routine. K N 187 - 131~

Total (1-6)




